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Chapter 1: Introduction 
1.1 Introduction and purpose of the study 
This dissertation draws on theoretical and empirical research to answer a question that 
continues to puzzle many who are involved or interested in second or foreign language 
teaching: Why is there little target language spoken in the secondary school language 
classroom?  
 
The question stems from the generally accepted notion that one needs to practice speaking the 
foreign language to learn to speak the language (Bouman, 1998; Popma, 1997; Schulz, 1998; 
Takashami, Austin & Morimoto, 2000; Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000) but that instruction 
focuses on memorizing grammar rules despite the need for developing oral abilities. 
Globalization has increased the importance of and demand for learning languages to enhance 
communication (Knapen, 2001) and second language acquisition (henceforth SLA) research 
findings, coupled  with the communicative approach in second language/foreign language 
teaching (henceforth SL/FL), highlight the importance of speaking the target language for 
learning. Many teachers, however, state that they speak most frequently to their students in 
the first language (henceforth L1) (Bonnet, 2004) and a high percentage of students report 
leaving secondary school having had little, if any, practice in speaking the language in the 
classroom (Gommans & Meijman, 1991; Hermans-Nymark, 2000).  
 
Through research we aspire to provide an answer to why there is little target language use in 
the classroom. Answering the question, however, first requires that we understand what 
happens in the classroom, in terms of target language use, and the reasons why the target 
language is used the way it is used by both the teacher and the students. Gaining this insight, 
by means of conducting qualitative research in three teachers’ classrooms, we can offer a 
theory as to why little target language use occurs in the classroom. We also extend our theory 
to include why little dialogic discourse occurs in the classroom. Our contribution is to lay a 
foundation for finding an approach to solving the problem of the dearth of spoken target 
language use in the language classroom. 
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Our study focuses on the activity of teachers because teachers establish the use of language in 
the classroom (Johnson, 1995) and play a central role in student achievement (Calderhead, 
2001; Reis, 2005). Further, by focusing on the teacher we have a vantage point from which 
we can expand our understanding of what happens in the classroom to also include the 
perspectives of the students, staff and school (Elsen, Van Esch, Schalkwijk, & Setz, 1997). 
Finally, the study forms part of a series of research projects running concurrently at the 
Graduate School of Education, Radboud University, under the theme of the Professional 
Development of Teachers. The aim of the research program is to generate theoretically and 
empirically based knowledge of the professional development of teachers to understand and 
gain insight into teachers’ actions in schools (Elsen, Van Esch, Schalkwijk, & Setz, 1997; 
Gould, 2003). 
 
This chapter is organized as follows. We first elaborate on the problem of the lack of target 
language use in the English as a foreign language classroom (henceforth EFL) in the Dutch 
context and then examine the problem in light of international findings. We present the 
development of the research questions, the general approach taken to conduct the study and 
the form of the dissertation followed by the conclusion to this chapter. Yet first we take a 
brief step aside to look at how the researcher’s background influenced the direction of the 
study. 
1.2 Researcher’s background 
I meet raised eyebrows when I explain to non-Dutch people that our research concerns the 
spoken English of the Dutch.  "I always thought that they spoke very good English" is a reply 
I often receive, “so why bother researching it?".  Indeed, that was my initial reaction when I 
embarked on the Ph.D. program in 2000 to address the topic of English use in EFL secondary 
school classrooms. Having lived in the Netherlands for four years, I remained impressed by 
the quality of English I heard spoken by the average Dutch person. My frame of reference 
contributed to my surprise; the Dutch appeared to be more at ease at learning languages than 
did their counterparts in Quebec, Canada who learned to speak French in the French 
immersion schools where I taught French as a second language to elementary and secondary 
students. I attributed the Dutch language success to superior teaching techniques and was 
anxious to enter EFL classes to observe teaching for our research.  
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To my surprise, initial visits to several EFL classes to become acquainted with the Dutch 
educational system uncovered that little, if at all any, English was spoken by the teachers or 
the students. Conversations with current and former secondary school students proved equally 
revealing; the majority of students could not recall an instance when they had spoken any 
English in the EFL classroom. It would seem that the students had learned to speak English 
outside the classroom, despite international calls, both at the academic and professional level, 
for teachers to stimulate their students to use the target language. My initial classroom 
observations and literature readings prompted questions that situate the context of the problem 
of the lack of target language use that we will now address.  
 
1.3 The problem of little target language use in the secondary school classroom 
1.3.1 The importance of spoken language skills: The Dutch context 
The ability to speak foreign languages is important; more than 85 percent of the Dutch 
population speaks a foreign language, and for many that foreign language is English (Steen, 
2001). If asked, many Dutch respond that they feel more comfortable speaking in English 
than in any other foreign language (Hermans-Nymark, 2000) and consider speaking English 
important (Knapen, 2001). 
 
As a country with a long historical dependence on trade, language knowledge is considered 
critical for business success and economic prosperity. The need to increase personal mobility, 
working relations and international cooperation by improving language skills is acutely felt in 
the Netherlands, and to such a degree that our then Prime Minister opened the European Year 
of the Language address by stating that "due to the disintegration of boundaries, language 
knowledge is becoming increasingly important... and foreign languages are important in our 
country [because] the Netherlands is an internationally -  oriented trading country; we are the 
port of Europe" (“Minister-president Wim Kok opent Europees jaar van de talen [Prime-
Minister Wim Kok opens the European year of languages]”, 2001, p. 5). Indeed it is believed 
that without sufficient communication abilities in at least one foreign language, business in 
the Netherlands loses potential earnings. Further, as the number of trans-national mergers and 
acquisitions continues to grow, the need for language competence is becoming increasingly 
important not only for the Netherlands but also for and between EU countries (Stoks & De 
Jong, 1999). 
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The necessity of developing foreign language skills is reflected in, among other things, the 
European Framework. The Framework is a tool for developing language syllabi as it defines 
competency levels in language in terms of objectives (Council of Europe, 2001). By creating 
language programs based on the principals of the Framework, participating countries such as 
the Netherlands can compare language competencies (Stoks & De Jong, 1999). The language 
competencies are defined in terms of concrete tasks that a person can perform in a foreign 
language (Council of Europe, 2001). The goal is for individuals to obtain a higher level of 
communicative competence which globally can be defined as what an individual can do with 
the language learned (Savignon, 2002) and comprises the knowledge and usage of language 
rules to understand and produce appropriate language in various settings to produce meaning  
(Hedge, 2000). Ultimately, the objective is to increase communicative abilities to promote 
cohesion, plurilingualism, pluriculturalism, communication, cooperation and mutual 
understanding among member states (Council of Europe, 2001). Translated into classroom 
practice, the focus of the Framework is to shift the goal from grammar translation pedagogy 
to one that enhances the active use of language to foster communicative competence. This is 
because claims are made in professional literature as well as in academic journals that 
languages are best learned by speaking (Bouman, 1998; Takashami, Austin, & Morimoto, 
2000; Veldkamp, 1998) and as such, many believe that the speaking component needs to 
begin in school.   
 
The importance attached to the learning of English can be seen in the number of instruction 
hours the students are offered in English. Dutch students receive approximately 150 minutes 
of English per week in the last two years of primary school (Bonnet, 2004), and in secondary 
school they receive as many instruction minutes per week as they spend learning Dutch and 
Mathematics. Dutch students receive more instruction time in English than do most pupils in 
other European countries and the pupils score consistently well on speaking skill tests (De 
Bot, De Quay-Peters, & Evers, 2003). The number of bilingual education schools, mostly 
Dutch/English, is continuing to grow (Huibregtse, 2001). In 2000 there were more than 26 
secondary schools that offered English immersion programs (Huibregtse, 2001) and in 2005 
the number had increased to 700 (G. Perry, personal communication, January 18, 2006).  
 
Despite the importance of teaching English in the secondary school, however, Dutch students 
attribute their oral abilities to the fact that they watch copious amounts of English subtitled 
programs on television and spend hours on the Internet looking up sites in English (Bonnet, 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
5 
2004). The students make little, if any, connection between classroom learning and their 
speaking abilities, so any advances in spoken English come from outside sources as they say 
they rarely speak English in classroom (Bonnet, 2004). One of the reasons why the students 
speak little English is because they claim to not feel comfortable in the classroom setting. 
According to the students the demands of English use outside the classroom are different from 
those in the classroom.  Outside the class the pupils are not afraid to make mistakes because 
the focus of communication is on being understood. Classroom English, however, is focused 
on using correct grammar and pronunciation and the students are afraid of making mistakes if 
they indeed, are given the chance to speak.  
 
Many higher form students interviewed prior to our study said that they were reluctant or 
unable to speak English. They stated that, among other things, because of the focus on 
grammar and pronunciation in the classroom they are afraid to speak English in the 
classroom, if indeed there ever is a need to do so, and many have little opportunity to speak 
outside school. The interviews matched the literature findings (see for example, Mertens, 
1999) and studies conducted in the Netherlands. For example, statistical data, gathered at 
Regina Coeli, among one of the highly regarded language Institutes in the country, revealed 
that the University educated professionals registered for private English instruction did not 
feel that their level of English met the needs and demands of the workplace. Most 
respondents, who received a higher score than the average Dutch on the tests1, said that the 
English they learned in school did little to prepare them for the English required at work 
because they rarely, if ever, had had the chance to speak in the target language. Rather, the 
lessons were focused on learning grammar rules, translating texts and memorizing lists of 
words. Their opinion was that they had learned to speak English despite their secondary 
school experiences (Hermans-Nymark, 2000).  
 
 
The teachers confirm the students´ comments and admit to not requiring spoken English from 
the students, nor do they speak English consistently (Bonnet, 2004). Further, a survey among 
                                                 
1 Testing indicated that the average level of spoken English of the surveyed participants was a B1, an intermediate level of the six levels of 
language competence as established by the Council of Europe (2001). Given that college and university graduates account for only 40% of 
the population, however, we assume that the language level of the average Dutch person, who generally has less exposure to English, is 
lower. The test scores thus provide an overall indication of the spoken level of English among the Dutch which, according to Knapen (2001), 
needs to improve. 
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EFL secondary school teachers reveals that the teachers spend most of the classroom time 
providing direct instruction to the entire class, in Dutch, and that the students seldom respond 
in the target language (Popma, 1997).  These findings are in line with similar research 
conducted by Zuylen (1999) and supported by Staatsen (1996), De Vries (1996) and Houtman 
(1997) who have made an inventory of some of the reasons why little English is spoken in 
EFL classrooms. A few reasons include: lack of time due to a full teaching schedule, large 
class sizes that make it difficult to provide feedback and students who are unable to evaluate 
their spoken skills.  
 
Van Els, Extra, Van Os and Bongaerts (1977) noted that in the 1970’s many SL/FL teachers 
in the Netherlands, as in other countries, still taught according to grammar translation 
principles (Van Els, Bongaerts, Extra, Van Os, & Janssen- van Dieten, 1984; Van Els, Extra, 
Van Os & Bongaerts, 1977). Despite the desired move towards communicative teaching 
methods in the classroom and the use of textbooks that incorporate the communicative 
approach, teaching methods that emphasize word and grammar memorization persist, as 
Kwakernaak (2004) has confirmed almost thirty years later. The teaching focus is still on the 
transmission of lexical and grammar knowledge and the focus of spoken English is on correct 
language use. In most English classes, where grammar instruction is in Dutch, textbook 
exercises and silent seatwork are still standard fare (Fijen, 1997; Kwakernaak, 2004).  
 
The structure of the government exams issued in the last year of secondary school serve to 
reinforce the transmission of  passive knowledge of reading, listening, grammar and 
translation. For example, 50% of the government examinations consist of text comprehension 
exercises. The testing of spoken skills occurs at the school level and frequently consists of 
students giving a memorized book report. Moreover, until as recently as 1968, secondary 
school government exams consisted entirely of text translation. This was in part due to the 
fact that university curricula required foreign languages solely for the purpose of reading 
foreign language textbooks (Kwakernaak, 2004; Wilhelm, 2005).  
 
Given the tradition of teaching and examination that marks the history of the English - 
language instruction in the Netherlands, it is not difficult to imagine that stimulating 
communicative competence in English is a challenge.  This challenge is faced not only in the 
Dutch context but also at the international level as we examine in the following section.  
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1.3.2 The importance of spoken language skills: The international context 
The dearth of target language use in Dutch EFL classrooms corresponds to international 
findings (Horwitz, 2000; Liu & Littlewood, 1997; Pennington, 1995; Savignon, 1997). In 
many SL/FL classrooms the emphasis is placed on language accuracy rather than on meaning 
and communication (Olsher, 1996; Seedhouse, 1999).  The result is that classroom discourse 
is teacher controlled (Ellis, 1999) and dominated by display questions that are rigidly tied to 
the IRF pattern (the teacher Initiates the question, the student Responds and the teacher 
provides Feedback) (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975).  In such a setting, reliance is placed on 
translation and grammar exercises (Savignon, 1997; 2002) and the students are not required or 
' pushed' to speak (Swain, 1995a). The teacher does most of the talking (Chaudron, 1988; 
Ernst, 1994) and there is a lack of authentic, natural conversation (Olsher, 1996).  Students 
contribute little, if at all, to the classroom discussion (Horwitz, 2000; Swain & Lapkin, 1995) 
and remain passive during the lesson (Hilleson, 1996; Liu & Littlewood, 1997; Tsui, 1996). 
 
The focus on spoken language skills, one of the orientations of Communicative Language 
Teaching (CLT), is a development in line with the communicative approach. CLT is a broad 
movement that contains different perspectives in terms of teaching and learning that can be 
characterized by: 
1. Instruction, aimed at enhancing learners’ communicative competence, by means of 
teaching grammar, discourse, sociolinguisitic and strategic competencies (Canale & 
Swain, 1980).  
2. The consideration that language is more than a system of rules; the central focus of 
language is on its use outside the classroom setting (Savignon, 2002). 
3. Meaningful classroom tasks that are focused on 
• Target language use 
• Strategic language use 
• Meaning and communication rather than form and accuracy 
• The teacher assuming the role of facilitator and guide rather than all-knowing expert 
• The students assuming an active role in their learning process through interaction with 
their peers (Brown, 2001). 
The call for increased focus on communicative competence in language classrooms in the 
Netherlands (Wijgh, 1996) is in line with trends abroad in SL/FL instruction. The 
development of teacher in-service courses, workshops and classroom materials aimed at 
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encouraging communication rather than focusing solely on the formal features of the language 
is occurring worldwide (Savignon, 2002) but the objectives are not always realized. To 
answer the question why there is little target language use in the secondary school language 
classroom - the aim of the present study - we require answers to three essential questions. 
These three questions form the basis of our research that we develop in the next section.  
1.4 Development of the research questions 
1.4.1 The extent of target language use 
As described in the beginning of this chapter, the literature offers an indication of what 
constitutes many language lessons in both the Netherlands and in other countries.  The use of 
the target language in the SL/FL classroom, while seemingly necessary, is not obvious given 
the recent history of modern language education. In fact, using the target language in the 
classroom is the hallmark of the communicative approach, which began a mere 30 years ago 
(Kwakernaak, 2004). Before that time the classical, grammar translation and audiolingual 
trends, that did not largely encourage target language use, dominated the field of modern 
language education (Hedge, 2000). We briefly present the trends: grammar translation, 
audiolingual and communicative approach respectively to illustrate how trends in teaching 
can influence the extent to which teachers use the target language in their instruction.  
 
In the 19th century the classical method for teaching modern foreign languages prevailed that 
later became known as the grammar translation method (Wilhelm, 2005). The grammar 
translation method still persists today in many SL/FL classrooms around the world and can be 
characterized by having little, if any, target language use. Instruction is focused on learning 
grammar rules and exercises consist mostly of translating sentences from the target language 
to the mother tongue. Language is viewed as being a series of rules that are transmitted to the 
students by the expert teacher. Learning occurs by means of memorizing lists of words and 
grammar rules. Underlying this movement is the implicit theory that knowledge consists of a 
body of facts that can be acquired. The disadvantage of the grammar translation method is 
that it does not promote students’ ability to communicate in the target language. This criticism 
fuelled, in part, the development of the audiolingual approach (Brown, 2001; Ellis, 1995; 
Mitchell & Myles, 2004). 
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The audiolingual approach flourished in the 1950’s and 1960’s and can be typified by 
language use by students to practice pronunciation and pattern drills as well as to memorize 
set phrases. Similar to the grammar translation method, language is considered to be a set of 
rules that is learned by means of repetition and reinforcement, that is consistent with 
behaviourism, that results in students ‘stamping out’ errors and producing perfect utterances. 
Underlying this method is a theory that knowledge consists of a body of facts that can be 
learned by mimicking. The disadvantage of the audiolingual method is that overlearning and 
habit formation, the cornerstones of the method, does not lead to students learning to 
communicate in the target language. This criticism inspired a shift towards the 
communicative approach that began in the 1970’s (Brown, 2001; Ellis, 1995; Mitchell & 
Myles, 2004). 
 
The goal of the communicative approach is to develop communicative competence: the 
knowledge and usage of language rules to understand and produce appropriate language in 
various settings to produce meaning (Hedge, 2000). Language is seen as a means to 
communicate with others and as such, the focus of instruction lies in creating learning settings 
whereby the functional use of language for meaningful purposes is stimulated. Grammar is 
considered an aid to communication so classes are focused on fluency rather than accuracy. 
Teaching practices and the sequencing of learning activities vary according to the needs, 
motives and interests of the learners. Students are expected to take an active role in their 
learning by struggling and helping each other, with the assistance of the teacher, to 
communicate in the target language (Brown, 2001; Ellis, 1995; Mitchell & Myles, 2004).  
 
Activities in the communicative classroom are contextualized, use relevant material and are 
centered on creating meaning. Classroom goals are focused on fluency and acceptable 
language use and form and accuracy are evaluated in context. Underlying this method is a 
theory of knowledge that is constructivist; language is not merely a system of rules but also 
consists of language use that is regulated by social and cultural conventions that are socially 
constructed through interaction (Brown, 2001; Ellis, 1995; Mitchell & Myles, 2004). 
Situating the problem of little target language use in the historical context of movements in 
SL/FL teaching will allow us to examine the teachers’ target language use through the lens of 
language education trends. As a starting point we are interested in knowing if a teacher uses 
the target language so our first research question is:  
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To what extent does a teacher use target language in the classroom?  
This question is intended to provide the initial data for the study to gather inventory of how 
much target language use occurs in a regular secondary school EFL classroom. 
1.4.2 How teachers use the target language 
In the educational milieu the use of the target language in the classroom has long been 
considered a ‘teaching ideal’ (Kwakernaak, 2004) and encouraged as claims are made in 
professional journals that people learn languages by speaking (Bouman, 1998; Popma, 1997; 
Veldkamp, 1998). As we explore in this section, claims about the benefits of target language 
use are difficult to verify due to the lack of empirical research, research based in theories of 
learning, an accepted definition of interaction and research based in theories of teaching.  
Lack of empirical research  
Professional literature asserts that quantity, exposure or use of language leads to increased 
competence but it has not been proven empirically (Crawford, 1998; Ellis, 1995; Van Lier, 
1996) as research has yet to show precisely how and why interaction in the foreign language 
can lead to learning (Donato, 1994; Oliver, 1998). Further, a general consensus is lacking in 
terms of, for example, how much English needs to be spoken to foster language learning and 
which types of interaction can best promote the learning process (Seedhouse, 1999). Research 
has shown that interaction can be beneficial in learning a language (Ellis, 1999; Johnson, 
1995; Norman, 1996), but its exact role in language learning remains a perplexing issue and 
challenge (Gass, Mackey, & Pica, 1998) and is a neglected area of research (Ellis, 1999). 
Little, if any, research has been conducted to examine and understand classroom discourse in 
terms of how interaction is managed (Ellis, 1999; Freeman & Johnson, 1998). Thus, a call is 
made for ethnographic studies of classrooms to be carried out to provide a deeper 
understanding of language learning in the classroom by attending to the context of language 
use from the perspective of the participants (Antón, 1996; Lynch, 1990; Van Lier, 1988). 
Lack of research based in theories of learning 
One reason for the lack of understanding regarding the role of interaction in language learning 
is that different theoretical frameworks have been used as the basis for research into SL/FL 
learning (Jaramillo, 1996; Laroche, Bednarz, & Garrison, 1998) Consequently, the concepts, 
procedures, research methods and resultant interpretations differ too significantly to afford 
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comparison and generalization according to the findings (Ellis, 1995). Further, research into 
interaction and language acquisition produces incompatible results because several studies, 
according to Long (1990), are small-scale, short-term oriented and focused on specific items 
or behaviours. These differences make it difficult to obtain an overall view of classroom 
learning as well as to gain knowledge about learning in general and how the different studies 
are interrelated (Ellis, 1995; Larsen-Freeman, 1991). 
Lack of accepted definition of interaction  
The notion ‘interaction’ has been used throughout this chapter but alternatives, such as 
communicative competence, verbal communication and dialogue, exist in the literature yet 
remain largely undefined (Brown, 1994). A lack of clarity exists as to what the term 
‘interaction’ means (Van Lier, 1996). According to Oxford and Nyikos (1997), for example, 
interaction is a concept that includes “classroom tasks, group dynamics, learning styles, and 
willingness to communicate” (p.146) whereas Malamah-Thomas (1987) defines interaction as 
the manner in which individuals mediate, or communicate, with others through a complex 
process “in which people/things have a reciprocal effect upon each other through their 
actions” (p.146). Given that communication remains an obscure and intangible concept 
(Seedhouse, 1999) the same can be said of interaction (Van Lier, 1996). 
Lack of research based in theories of teaching 
The term ‘interaction’, however defined, is interpreted differently in pedagogical material. 
The variety of interpretations suggests a lack of agreement as to what interaction is and how it 
is used in classroom teaching methods. For example, Coleman and Weltens (1998) advocate 
an approach whereby the teacher uses gestures, pantomimes and simplified English to 
communicate to the students, plays games that move from closed to open questions, gives 
quizzes to check for understanding and engages students in pair and small group discussions.  
Cunningham-Florez (1999) promotes lessons whereby teachers focus on language functions 
and their appropriate use in the contexts in which they normally occur. Her lessons highlight 
drills, observations and role-plays, depending on the students’ needs, to practice the language 
function being studied. Nassaji (2000) recommends that teachers design language activities 
that focus on form in communicative contexts in an effort to draw students’ attention to the 
forms they encounter while performing meaning-focused activities. His lessons comprise 
choosing a language form on which to focus the lesson, then designing a task whereby the 
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students are engaged in conversation, such as picture matching tasks, while focusing on the 
form under study. Finally, Spencer (1995) suggests that teachers encourage classroom 
cooperative activities whereby students engage in conversation on topics of choice in order to 
gain competence in language use. 
 
Further, the communicative movement is not founded on an accepted theory of learning or 
teaching. Rather, the movement is typified by an eclectic combination of theories from 
disciplines ranging from sociolinguistics and psychology to applied linguistics. This creates a 
problem of comparison and clarity. Proponents of the communicative movement in America 
(for example, Berns, 1990; Musumeci, 2004; Savignon, 2002) and in Europe (for example, 
Alexander, 1975; Trim, Richterich, Wilkins, & Van Ek, 1973; Van Ek, 1977) have 
contributed to the field by adding concepts of communicative competence by defining social 
functions, skills and cultural aspects of language. Despite these contributions, however, it is 
still not abundantly clear how instruction should proceed to improve learners’ communicative 
competence and the grammar translation method of instruction continues to persist in many 
classrooms. According to Musumeci (2004), two reasons account for this. First, many SL/FL 
instructors perceive language as a system of rules. Instruction is thus focused on the teacher, 
the all-knowing expert, to transmit knowledge to the students. Second, many SL/FL teachers 
maintain that the goal of communication is to gain near-native speaker ability. Teaching is 
thus focused on pronunciation exercises and the correct use of the language. Teachers 
interpret, however implicitly, classroom activities designed to foster the functional use of 
language for meaningful communication as exercises to practice form and accuracy 
(Musumeci, 2004). Van Els, Extra, Van Os and Bongaerts (1977) drew these conclusions in 
1977 but they remain equally valid today in both European and in North American settings 
(Musumeci, 2004). What this means is that even if teachers use the language they do not 
always use it in ways that encourage the development of communicative competence. As 
such, simply speaking the language is not sufficient. As asserted by Van Lier (1996), it is not 
the quantity of spoken language but the quality. In an effort to determine the quality of spoken 
English we need a construct of interaction based in theory so that we can attach attributes to 
the teachers’ target language use to answer the second question that is:  
 
How does a teacher use the target language in the classroom? 
Once we have a construct of interaction based in a theory of learning we can move beyond the 
initial quantification of the amount of English spoken by the teacher to an assessment of how 
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the language is used. The findings of the initial case study and further reading led to a 
sharpening of the original research question. This is explained in chapter three. 
1.4.3 Why teachers use the target language the way they do 
Knowing to what extent and how a teacher uses the target language in the classroom is not 
sufficient to generate an answer to the overall question as we  also aim to uncover the factors 
that influence a teacher’s practice. Therefore, we are in search of a theory that will enable us 
to disentangle and to understand the factors that play an important role in teaching and 
learning foreign languages, including the what and how of target language use.  
 
For the purpose of shaping a framework for the research proposed in this chapter, 
sociocultural theory (Vygotsky, 1978) has been chosen as a departure point because it offers a 
framework for defining interaction. This is possible because sociocultural theory is a theory of 
cognitive development that is founded on the premise that learning is social in nature and thus 
requires a type of mediation between the expert and novice in the co-construction of 
knowledge. Within this framework Swain (2001) and Swain and Lapkin (2002) conducted 
research that showed how the use of ‘collaborative dialogue’ could create conditions for 
language learning to occur among secondary school students. Swain’s research asserts the 
need for preparing classroom activities and establishing an environment conducive for 
collaborative dialogue to occur. To understand and interpret to what extent and how teachers 
use target language in the classroom, it is imperative to examine not only teachers’ actions but 
the underlying reasons why teachers engage in certain teaching practices. In order to 
understand a teacher it is thus necessary to examine not only the teacher’s actions but also the 
context in which the teacher works because the teacher’s practices are shaped by the context 
that constitute what happens in the classroom (Wenger, 1999).  Historical factors, which we 
interpret as being the teachers’, students’ and schools’ beliefs that are mediated by the 
discourse the teacher establishes in the classroom, create the context that determines the type 
of learning that occurs.  So our third research question is:  
 
Why does a teacher use the target language in the classroom the way he does? 
The findings of the initial case study and further reading led to a sharpening of the original 
research question and the dividing of the question into three other questions. This is explained 
in chapter three. Finally, sociocultural theory has been selected to provide a framework as it 
ENGLISH IN THE EFL CLASSROOM: WHY NOT? 
14 
also offers an approach to conducting research by means of genetic analysis to understand the 
history of behaviour that is the determining factor in development. We expand on this notion 
in chapter two. 
1.5 The general approach of the study 
Our research is explorative in nature as it aims at gaining insight into teaching practices in 
terms of classroom discourse patterns and, more importantly, why teachers use the target 
language in the manner observed to answer the question: Why is there little target language 
use in the language classroom? Our research is focused on the role of the teacher in the 
classroom and not whether or not learning occurs in the classroom based on observed use of 
the target language. This type of inquiry engenders a qualitative approach that began as a 
general question and became sharper and more focused as the study progressed.  We allowed 
the data to ‘speak’ to us in an interaction between the data and our sensitizing concepts and in 
this manner drove the research from an explorative venture into what a teacher does in a 
classroom to a study focused on teachers’ beliefs in the context of the classroom and school, 
and how this affects teaching practices and thus learning, as reflected in classroom discourse. 
What we report in this dissertation is a linear account of the research even though the process 
of forming questions, setting the questions in a theoretical framework and answering the 
questions, is not chronological or linear but rather ‘messy’ and characteristic of qualitative 
research that demands re-analysis and re-interpretation of data to generate theory (Strauss & 
Corbin, 1998) (see the chapter 3 Methodology).  
 
The research consists of three separate case studies of three senior EFL secondary school 
classrooms from the period of January 2001 to May 2001 with teacher Hank and from 
January 2002 to May 2002 with teachers Henry and Len. The three case studies form the 
empirical part of our study. The form of the total dissertation is as follows.  In chapter two we 
present our theoretical framework and the methodology in chapter three. Chapter four reports 
the initial case study which forms the basis for the two other case studies. Case studies two 
and three are reported in chapters five and six respectively. In chapter seven we provide a 
summary of the research and findings in line with our conceptual framework and draw 
conclusions based on the three case studies. By reconnecting the case study findings to the 
framework we allow a ‘small scale’ theory (Van Maanen, 1988) to emerge to understand why 
little target language is used in the language classroom and to extend the theory to understand 
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why little dialogic discourse occurs in the classroom. We then link our data and results to 
related facets of sociocultural theory. Finally, in chapter eight, we summarize the main 
conclusions drawn from the study and begin a discussion by examining the relevancy, 
strengths and limitations of the study and looking at the potential for further research. We 
relate our findings to similar research into beliefs and consider implications for change to 
promote dialogic discourse.  
1.6 Chapter summary 
In this chapter we outlined the reasons why it is a problem that little target language use 
occurs in secondary school classrooms in the Dutch as well as in the international context. We 
outlined the development of the research questions and delineated the organization of the 
dissertation. We now turn to the theoretical framework in chapter two. 
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Chapter 2: Theoretical framework 
2.1 Introduction  
In chapter one we presented the aim of the study which is to understand why little target 
language is used in the secondary school EFL classroom. Such a statement implies that target 
language use is necessary to learn to speak a language and this corresponds to the teaching 
ideal envisioned by the proponents of the communicative approach. To conduct research into 
target language use, therefore, we require a theoretical framework to give shape to our study 
that takes into account the importance of language use for language learning. 
 
In this chapter we present theories about language learning that embrace the notion that 
language use is necessary for learning. Of the theories outlined we choose sociocultural 
theory (Vygotsky, 1978) to frame our research. We describe the main tenets of the theory and 
use them to justify the theoretical reasons for selecting sociocultural theory. We link related 
research and theory to provide a construct for the term ‘interaction’ and present the reasons 
why we select sociocultural theory on the basis of empirical findings of the importance of 
interaction. We explore beliefs and how they inform teaching practices and, finally, we 
present the beginnings of the methodology to justify the reasons why we choose sociocultural 
theory for methodological considerations.   
2.2 Theories on interaction in second and foreign language learning 
In search of a theory to frame our study we turned to the communicative approach.  
Yet as we described in chapter one, the communicative approach is replete with ill-defined 
notions of target language use, or interaction, that are not consistently linked to theories of 
learning. The movement is further marked by an eclectic mixture of pedagogical approaches 
to teaching that do not venture into how the language learning process unfolds. As such, for 
the purpose of our research we require a theory of learning that provides a definition of 
interaction that also encompasses the social dimensions of language use that we explain in 
sections 2.3 and 2.4. In our search for a theory of language learning whereby interaction plays 
a central role we encountered several theories. We present a brief sampling of three dominant 
second language learning theories that focus on the role of interaction in the language learning 
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process; Krashen’s Input Hypothesis (Krashen, 1982, 1997, 1998), Long’s Interaction 
Hypothesis (Long, 1981, 1996) and Swain’s Output Hypothesis (Swain, 1985, 1995b).  
2.2.1 Krashen’s Input Hypothesis 
Krashen’s theory’ (1982) was inspired by research conducted in the 1970’s that pointed to the 
existence of patterns of second language (henceforth L2) acquisition that were present 
regardless of what the L1 is, as well as similarities that are present with the learning of the L1 
and the L2.  The theory is based on five hypotheses that are the acquisition-learning, monitor, 
natural order, input and affective filter. We briefly examine the five hypotheses.  
 
The acquisition-learning hypothesis separates acquisition and learning.  Krashen claimed that 
language learning was in part ‘innatist’ because second language acquisition is a subconscious 
process that occurs in similar fashion to the way children learn their native tongue. The 
‘learning’ component refers to classroom learning whereby learners are generally exposed to 
and learn grammar rules and language structures.   
 
The monitor hypothesis refers to the learning that occurs when language learners monitor or 
pay attention to what they say and how they say it and the natural order hypothesis states that 
patterns of learning exist that are inherent to all language learners. The input hypothesis, 
Krashen’s primary hypothesis on which the other four are hinged, refers to the language 
learning that takes place when students receive ‘comprehensible input’ from a native speaker. 
The input needs to be one step beyond the learner’s stage, referred to as the ‘i+1’, for learning 
along the ‘natural order’ to occur. Key to the process of learning is thus receiving 
comprehensible input as language learning is considered to be a process that requires 
communication between the learner and the learner’s environment. 
 
Finally, the affective filter hypothesis means that the learners need to allow the 
comprehensible input to ‘enter’ their heads. Krashen claimed that if the learners paid attention 
to and understood the input, and if there was sufficient input, the necessary grammatical 
structures would be made available for the learners to acquire language for production. 
 
Krashen’s theory is criticized because he did not provide substantial empirical results to 
support his hypotheses, nor did he operationalize the notion of ‘paying attention’ or precisely 
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outline how the ‘i’ in ‘i + 1’ could be identified. He did, however, provide the groundwork for 
subsequent theories to emerge regarding the acquisition of L2 from an interactionist 
perspective. The theory is not suitable for our research on the grounds that the theory does not 
address how the social environment places a role in influencing the learners’ use of the target 
language in the classroom, and this is key to our investigation (Mitchell & Myles, 2004; 
Hedge, 2000). 
2.2.2 Long’s Interaction Hypothesis 
Influenced by Krashen’s conceptualization of the importance of input from the environment 
for language learning to occur, Long developed what he referred to as the ‘Interaction 
Hypothesis’ (1981, 1996).  He extended Krashen’s notion of input hypothesis by focusing on 
the link between the type of language learners are exposed to and their language development.  
He noticed that in exchanges that occurred between native and language learners 
communication tactics such as clarification requests, comprehension checks and repetitions 
were made. The native speaker, in an attempt to continue communication despite the learner’s 
language limitations, applied linguistic strategies to make his speech comprehensible to the 
student. According to Long this served to activate the student’s internal acquisitional 
mechanisms for learning. As such, Long’s Interaction Hypothesis proposes that language 
learning is assisted by the ‘input’ that the learner receives from an interlocutor. Language 
learning is considered to occur largely at the implicit level by means of interaction with native 
speakers. He therefore concluded that the strategies speakers used were paramount for 
language acquisition to occur. 
 
Long’s findings, as well as other findings that related notions, such as consciousness raising 
and negative feedback (Long, 1996) to language learning led him to reformulate his concept 
of ‘negotiation of meaning’.  He claimed that, "environmental contributions to acquisition are 
mediated by selective attention and the learners’ developing L2 processing capacity, and that 
these resources are brought together most usefully, although not exclusively, during 
negotiation for meaning" (Long, 1996, page 414, italics in original). 
 
Although Long's hypothesis has advanced understanding of the processes involved in L2 
development, his hypothesis looks at the environment in terms of conversational tactics and 
feedback. The theory is thus not suitable for our investigation as we are interested in 
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identifying the environmental factors that influence the use of the L2 or FL rather than how 
language is used in learning L2 or FL (Mitchell & Myles, 2004; Hedge, 2000).      
2.2.3 Swain’s Output Hypothesis 
Swain (1985) furthered Long’s work by focusing her research on the process in which the 
input received by the learner is transformed into ‘intake’ and communicated in ‘output’ or 
language use. Swain claims that learning can occur only if the learner is aware of and notices 
errors that he2 makes in the L2. This awareness occurs by means of reflection or ‘meta talk’, 
analysis and experimentation with linguistic forms and structures in language production. We 
elaborate on Swain’s research, as well as related findings, in section 2.5 where we present 
empirical evidence of the importance of interaction for learning.   
 
Research conducted using the Output Hypothesis shows that a link exists between language 
use and language learning, even though it remains unclear, for example, how language 
structures are learned by means of negotiation or how ‘noticing’ benefits the user in 
subsequent language encounters. Further, while this research shows what kind of language 
use could promote L2 development it does not look at target language use in light of the IRF 
patterns of target language use that are reported to occur in most L2 classrooms.  As such, we 
are in search of a theory that addresses not only how development occurs but also the social 
dimensions of the classroom that influence the use of the target language. 
2.2.4 In search of a theory that addresses the context of the SL/FL classroom 
The examples of theories summarized above confirm the importance of language use, or 
interaction, for language learning to occur and provide explanation as to how languages are 
learned. Yet in pedagogical terms the theories pay scant attention to how the language 
learning process can be applied to classroom activities. Further, as theories of language 
learning, they do not address the main issue of our research topic, namely, the reasons why a 
dearth of classroom interaction exists. Thus the theories alone cannot provide an answer to the 
general research question because our line of study is concerned not with language learning 
but rather the conditions under which language learning occurs and, most importantly, the 
educational conditions under which language use occurs. Basing the research on theories of 
                                                 
2 Henceforth reference to the third person singular is denoted in the masculine only for reasons of simplicity. 
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language learning alone would not provide the tools necessary to understand and interpret the 
multidimensional relationship of teaching and learning in the SL/FL classroom.  
 
Three reasons guided our choice for selecting sociocultural theory (Vygotsky, 1978) to frame 
the study. First, sociocultural theory provides a theory of development whereby mediation 
plays a key role in the interaction between the novice and expert in the process of learning. 
Sociocultural theory thus describes the functioning of the expert, the teacher, and the novice, 
the student and connects teaching and learning. Further, although sociocultural theory does 
not provide a definition of interaction it creates the framework in which a definition can be 
made.   
 
Second, sociocultural theory places importance on the role sociocultural context plays in the 
learning process. It deems that the interaction that occurs on a daily basis in the classroom is 
the vehicle through which culture is "simultaneously enacted and socially 'transmitted'" 
(Wells, 1999, p.21) because language constitutes culture. By studying the discourse patterns 
of target language use we can infer the culture in terms of the interaction between teachers' 
beliefs and the classroom and schools’ beliefs about how they view knowledge, learning and 
language learning. Finally, research within sociocultural theory also suggests an approach to 
conducting research that enables one to study behaviour so as to infer beliefs to understand 
the role that context plays in shaping discourse patterns.   
 
In the following section we describe the fundamentals of the theory to justify why interaction 
plays a central role. Yet first we portray the background of Lev Vygotsky, the founder of 
sociocultural theory, to improve our understanding of the context in which he lived and how 
this contributed to the development of his theory. Vygotsky (1978)’s historical context is 
necessary as we will later see that we need the context and social factors in which the teachers 
practice their teaching to be able to understand their actions. The historical context is central 
to Vygotsky (1978)’s psycholinguistic theory of cognitive development that sets out to 
explain consciousness (Lantolf & Appel, 1994). 
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2.3 Sociocultural theory 
2.3.1 The life and work of Vygotsky 
Lev Semenovitch Vygotsky (1896-1934) was born of Jewish parents in Orsha and raised in 
the town of Gomel located near Chernobyl in White Russia. He studied literature at the 
University of Moscow and obtained a teaching position at a teachers’ college in Gomel. He 
also served as theatre critic for a local newspaper and it was during this time that his interest 
in the link between literature and psychology emerged. He pursued a Ph.D. in psychology at 
the University of Moscow and soon afterwards received a staff position at the Institute of 
Experimental Psychology at the same University. Well grounded in Marxist philosophy, 
Vygotsky began to depart from mainstream thinking and ventured into ways of conceiving the 
‘self’  that diverged significantly from the thinking of prominent psychologists and political 
figures. His work focused on the development of children, and in particular of their language, 
and he used his findings to understand and explain the functioning of the human brain. His 
work captured attention from scholars both nationally and abroad, but during the Stalin period 
his theory was criticized for being non-Marxist. The journals to which he was affiliated were 
banned and this coincided with his premature and unfortunate demise in 1934 (Valsiner & 
Van der Veer, 2000).  
 
Before his death Vygotsky worked out the parameters of sociocultural theory which were 
later to be fleshed out by his colleagues including, among others, Leont'ev (1981) and Luria 
(1979, 1981). Since the introduction of sociocultural theory to the Western world in the 
1960’s, due to the meticulous work of, among others, Lantolf (for example, 1994, 2000), 
Valsiner and Van der Veer (for example, 2000) and Wertsch (for example, Wertsch, 1981, 
1985, 1991,1998), sociocultural theory continues to be expanded and refined. In the following 
section we outline the main tenets of his theory of development. 
2.4 Core concepts of sociocultural theory 
2.4.1 Mediation 
Vygotsky (1978), a psycholinguist, set out to explain consciousness. Consciousness is the 
development and functioning of the human brain. Development, or learning, is a 
transformation of elementary processes, such as hearing and natural memory, into higher 
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ones, such as logical memory and perceptual thought, through mediation of culturally 
constructed artifacts. Key to the theory is that the human mind is mediated. This means that 
higher levels of mental activities such as planning, thinking and learning, and by extension 
language learning, are mediated by the use of mechanical and psychological tools (Lantolf, 
2000, 2004; Lantolf & Appel, 1994).  
 
Mechanical tools are used to manipulate the environment. For example, a digger is used to 
move earth in a more efficient manner than with hands. The tool was created by people, who 
used language as the means for collaboration, in a specific context to reach a particular goal. 
As such, the digger can be construed as a cultural artifact as it contains properties, in terms of 
words, that are specific to the culture and historical setting in which the tool was created. 
Psychological tools, or signs, are used to direct and control the physical and mental behaviour 
of people. For example, the person operating a digger follows a building plan for making the 
foundation of a house. The building plan can thus also be considered a cultural artifact 
because it represents the words, and thoughts, that construe the building plan. In this fashion 
words become concrete objects, just as the building plans are on paper, because words 
represent concepts (Lantolf & Appel, 1994; Lantolf, 2000, 2004).  
 
Words, or dialogue as later specified by Wertsch (1985), are symbolic tools as they receive 
meaning from their function in a specific cultural context (Lantolf & Appel, 1994). Words 
thus form the basis for learning concepts and conceptual thinking because language has a 
mediating role in appropriating tools and signs from the cultural and historical context. As 
such, "language and cognition are interdependent processes" (Van Lier, 1996, p.4) because 
through language use - or social mediation - by means of, for example, face-to-face 
interaction during the process of engaging in joint problem solving and discussion that 
development, or transformation, unfolds (Mitchell & Myles, 2004). Development and 
learning occur when the learner has become self-regulating. 
2.4.2 Regulation 
Regulation is the ability of an individual to perform higher mental functions, such as 
expressing oneself in a situation involving a second or foreign language, without the 
assistance of an expert. The ability to carry out such a function occurs as a result of the learner 
being able to appropriate the mental functions of a teacher or more knowledgeable peer. The 
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process involves a collaborative effort whereby the expert models and assists the learner so 
that the student is able to perform a task that he previously could not complete independently. 
Knowledge is first acquired on the social or intermental plane, through the mediating function 
of language. Interaction between the expert and the learner is paramount in the process as the 
expert guides the student in performing a task. It can also be said that the expert provides a 
consciousness (Bruner, 1985), or other-regulation for the learner until he is self-regulated and 
can perform the skill or task independently (Antón, 1996). Once the learner has become self-
sufficient and capable of performing the task alone, learning on the psychological plane has 
occurred (Antón, 1996). This means that the learner can organize thoughts and control his 
behaviour and actions because he has appropriated the expert’s mental functions and thus 
made the shift between the intermental to the intramental plane and formed a consciousness 
(Bruner, 1985). As stated by Vygotsky (1981) in his general law of cultural development: 
 
“Any function in the child’s cultural development appears twice, or on two planes. 
First it appears on the social plane, and then on the psychological plane, first it appears 
between people as an interpsychological category, and then within the child as an 
intrapsychological category. This is equally true with regard to voluntary attention, 
logical memory, and the formation of concepts.” (p. 163) 
2.4.3 Zone of proximal development (ZPD) 
The process of becoming self-regulating occurs by means of the student expanding his ZPD. 
The ZPD is a metaphor to describe "the distance between the actual developmental level as 
determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as 
determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more 
capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86). The process of expanding the student’s ZPD 
“awakens a variety of internal developmental processes that are able to operate only when the 
child is interacting with people in his environment and in cooperation with his peers3” 
(Vygotsky, 1978, p. 90). For the student to be able to expand his zone two elements are 
necessary: the learner receives support from the expert and that what is to be learned is 
located within the learner’s reach. The expert, therefore, has as task to assess where the 
learner is from a developmental point of view. This occurs through interaction. 
 
                                                 
3 Vygotsky often refers to the expert or more capable interlocutor, but her he indicates that peers can also assist 
in the ZPD. 
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The interaction that occurs between the novice and expert is situation specific. 'Situatedness', 
as defined by Donato (2000) means that learning is situation, or circumstance-based. The 
circumstances include, for example, individual differences and the learning opportunities that 
the students offer and are offered. The differences, in turn, influence the classroom because 
historical and social factors create the context of the classroom situation (Roebuck, 2000). 
Historical and social factors include, for example, previous learning experiences and 
classroom expectations (Johnson, 1995). As such, sociocultural theory provides a viewpoint 
as to how the individual learns, and the manner in which students learn is influenced by the 
context in which interaction occurs.  
 
An important aspect of sociocultural theory is the notion of participation because 
development occurs through interaction (Donato, 2000). Participation fosters active 
involvement in the learning process and replaces the passive concept of acquisition (Ellis, 
1999) whereby the novice is a mere recipient or 'acquirer' of information (Pavlenko & 
Lantolf, 2000). Participation is further supported in the Marxist belief that the development of 
knowledge is recognized as occurring "through participation in an ongoing social world" 
(Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 50). Moreover, during the process of instruction awareness of the 
structure and use of language is unfolded and developed through its social use (Donato, 
2000). Participation thus emphasizes the individual’s involvement in becoming a member of a 
community of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991) through communication (Pavlenko & Lantolf, 
2000).  
 
How the ZPD becomes expanded has been studied in varied contexts and defined using 
different terminology.  Wood, Bruner and Ross (1976), for example, coined the term 
‘scaffolding’ to describe the assistance provided by more knowledgeable peers or teachers to 
help the student complete an activity that he is not yet able to accomplish alone. ‘Scaffolding 
and fading’ was used in Collins, Brown and Newman’s (1990) research and Tharp and 
Gallimore (1988) defined support as ‘guided assistance’. Rogoff (1995) called the process 
‘guided participation’ and Jordell (2002) refers to it as an ‘instructional strategy’.  The 
common denominator of the different terms is that they involve a form of interaction that 
serves the purpose of assisting the learner to build and develop expertise and higher mental 
capacities. The interaction can be with multiple resources such as books or computers, peers 
at the same level who challenge one another, less capable peers who require aid, or more 
knowledgeable or experienced peers or experts who provide assistance in the learner’s 
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development. Language serves as a mediating tool in an interactive process between an expert 
and a learner that enables a learner to achieve his potential and emerge at a higher cognitive 
level. Interaction is thus a necessary component for development but serves a second 
mediating role at the interpersonal level of inner and private speech. 
2.4.4 Inner and private speech 
Individual speech, in the form of what Vygotsky (1978) called private speech, consists of 
phrases or words spoken aloud to oneself, is used to facilitate the learning process that occurs 
in the learner’s ZPD. Children develop private speech, language that has the components of 
social speech, or speech used in exchanges with others as the children move towards higher 
mental processes. In time, private speech seemingly disappears into inner speech. Inner 
speech is thought, and thus language, that has lost its social character. Research has shown 
that adults revert back to private speech use when confronted with challenging cognitive 
tasks. In effect, adults incorporate strategies from childhood in problem-solving tasks and the 
greater the complexity, the more socially constructed the speech becomes. It is through 
verbalization during learning occasions that the mediating function of language becomes 
apparent and indicative that interaction has a dual role: as a means of developing mentally and 
as a means of communicating with others. As such, the use of speech, both private and social, 
represents the necessity of interaction between learner and environment and learner and 
teacher for development to occur (Lantolf & Appel, 1994; Lantolf, 2000, 2004). 
2.4.5 Activity Theory 
Activity Theory, developed by Leont’ev (1981), sought to sharpen Vygotsky (1978)'s notion 
of higher mental functioning (Lantolf, 2000).  Central to the theory is that activity consists of 
three levels: activity, action and operation as depicted in figure 2.1. 
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Figure 2.1 Leont’ev’s tristratal theory of activity (1981) 
 
 
Beginning with the highest level of activity, the activity is defined in terms of the 
sociocultural setting that is embedded in assumptions about roles and rules that apply to the 
individuals involved in the activity (Lantolf, 2000).  Examples include settings such as the L2 
classroom (Donato & McCormick, 1994).  This level explains why the activity is being 
carried out.  The second level, the action, of the activity, delineates the participants’ activities 
to achieve the goal of, for example, learning the L2.  This level explains what activities are 
being engaged in.  Finally, the third level, of operation includes the manner in which specific 
actions are executed. The actions are restricted to conditions and contextual factors of the 
setting and this level explains how the activity is being carried out (Lantolf, 2000). In sum, 
Activity Theory conceives human activity as shaping and being transformed by sociocultural 
factors in a dynamic system (Mitchell & Myles, 2004) that provides a manner of examining 
the sociocultural context in which learning occurs (Donato & McCormick, 1994). 
2.4.6 Interaction and sociocultural theory 
Sociocultural theory is founded on the premise that learning is social in nature (Wenger, 
1999) and develops "under conditions of cooperation and social interaction among people" 
(Leont'ev, 1981, p. 55). Learners play an active role in their learning through their interaction, 
Action 
Activity 
Operation 
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or mediation with tools (primarily speech), with teachers or more knowledgeable peers, and 
this results in the learner appropriating psychological functions (John-Steiner, Panofsky, & 
Smith, 1994) or, as Vygotsky calls it, higher mental functioning (Vygotsky, 1978). 
 
From a theoretical point of view, therefore, interaction is a necessary component for learning 
to emerge. Learning can be partially observed because of the link between thought and 
language. A person communicates with the outside world and connects his thoughts to his 
speech (Lantolf, 2000) with what is called external speech (Vygotsky, 1978). As stated by 
Ashton-Warner (1963), words represent "the key that unlocks the mind and releases the 
tongue" (p. 41), and it is in this process of interaction between the novice and expert that 
learning occurs (Roebuck, 2000). The theory applies to learning in general but can equally be 
applied to foreign language learning because of the link between language thought, language 
use and development in the learner’s ZPD. As maintained by Bruner (as cited in Wells, 1999), 
“Vygotsky’s conception of development is at the same time a theory of education”. We now 
look at empirical evidence of how interaction has been shown to create the conditions for 
language learning to occur. 
2.5 In search of empirical evidence of the importance of interaction 
2.5.1 Research into language and language learning 
Donato (1994) studied whether or not students in a third semester university French class 
could provide observable opportunities of scaffolding that would lead to their language 
learning. The study involved three students who prepared the presentation of a skit that would 
be presented the following week. Reading and memorizing the presentation was not 
permitted. The students were encouraged to assist each other in the one-hour preparation of 
the skit. During the preparation phase 32 cases of scaffolding were observed. The following 
week the students presented the skit and showed a 75% retention rate of the linguistic forms 
that they had discussed a week earlier in collaborative dialogue. This indicates that learning 
had indeed occurred because the students had appropriated the concepts as a result of the co-
construction of knowledge that they had generated by scaffolding their learning within their 
ZPD. 
 
Similar findings were reported in LaPierre's study (as cited in Swain & Lapkin, 1998) of 
grade 8 French immersion students involved in a story reconstruction task to test whether 
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metatalk could provide an opportunity for language learning. Working in pairs, the students 
were encouraged to discuss the linguistic problems that they encountered when jointly 
reconstructing the story. Individualized tests, based on the linguistic problems that the 
students had discussed in collaborative dialogue during the task, were created for the work 
pairs. The tests were administered one week following the task and the scores revealed that 
the students had scored approximately 80% correctly on the items that they had discussed the 
previous week. This indicated that when students were given the opportunity to reflect on 
their language and assist each other in completing the task, language learning occurred. 
 
Swain (1995a, 2000, 2001; Swain & Lapkin, 1998, 2002) defines collaborative dialogue as 
"the joint construction of language - or knowledge about language - by two or more 
individuals" (1995, p. 1) and is both process and product because thoughts are connected to 
speech by words. This means that "language is simultaneously a means of communication and 
a tool for thinking [because] dialogue provides both the occasion for language learning and 
the evidence for it" (Swain & Lapkin, 1998, p. 320). Swain conducted research (2001) to 
study whether or not the collaborative dialogue between grade 8 immersion students indicated 
that language learning had occurred. 
 
Swain’s (2001) students, working in pairs, were encouraged to assist each other in completing 
a jigsaw puzzle or a dictogloss to jointly solve language-related difficulties. Observations of 
the students' interactions indicate that several language-related episodes occurred that enabled 
the students to jointly complete the task. Following the completion of the tasks, tests for each 
work pair, based on the discussions that the students had previously had, were constructed and 
administered. Results of the tests showed that the students were able to reproduce the task as a 
result of the knowledge they had constructed with their peers in collaborative dialogue. This 
was possible because the students, in a form of scaffolding, supported and assisted one 
another to use language functions that they were previously unable to perform. The research, 
therefore, showed that the dialogue among students served as a learning opportunity.  
 
The three studies which were presented provide empirical evidence that interaction, or 
'collaborative dialogue' as defined by Swain (1995) can lead to the creation of environments 
where language learning can occur. More recent studies confirm the benefits of learners 
engaged in collaboration with peers to reflect and assist each other in language learning tasks 
(Klingner & Vaughn, 2000; Mercer, 2000). 
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The research findings can be linked to related studies conducted in sociocultural theory that 
provide classroom practices that have shown how interaction can assist in language learning 
(Hall, 2000). For example, in Sullivan's (2000) research of the use of word play and 
storytelling as a teaching approach in an English as a second language (ESL) classroom, 
language learning occurred as a result of the students being intrinsically motivated, focused 
on form and involved in expert-novice interaction.  
 
Similarly, in Kinginger's (2000) study involving the use of conversation with native speakers 
to learn the social rules governing the use of the French ‘tu’ versus ‘vous’, the French as 
foreign language (FFL) students, through assisted participation, were able to differentiate 
between the two forms. Damhuis' (Damhuis, 2000) study to examine whether the teacher 
created the opportunity for students to initiate conversation and use complex cognitive 
language functions indicated that students at all levels of proficiency exhibited the desired 
functions as a result of the teacher's interventions. 
 
Further, Takashami, Austin and Morimoto's (2000) study to observe Japanese language 
learning over time in a foreign language classroom, demonstrated that language learning was 
assisted through collaboration with the teacher and with other peers. Finally, Swain and 
Lapkin (2002) showed how French immersion students engaged in collaborative dialogue 
assisted one another in using language functions that they were previously unable to perform.  
2.5.2 Attributes of teaching that enhance language learning 
The studies mentioned in the previous section differed in several ways: the terminology used 
to describe interaction, the context of the studies and the activities conducted to enhance 
interaction. Despite the differences, however, the studies drew the same conclusion; 
interaction by means of dialogue in the classroom can enhance language learning (Hall, 
2000). Examined as a whole, the following teaching practices reported in the studies provide 
evidence that they promote communicative competence among the students (Hall, 2000) and 
thus what we might call 'good practice' teaching: 
• Using classroom discourse practices, such as paraphrasing, recasting, repetition and 
revoicing the students' contributions to further the dialogue. 
• Fostering an atmosphere whereby interpersonal relationships can flourish and students 
feel safe to participate.   
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• Acting as a model to promote interaction by expressing interest in the students' 
opinions, encouraging and inviting divergent answers, providing opportunities for 
students to participate and suggest topics for discussion, and guiding discussions that 
incorporate students' voices.  
• Modeling learning strategies to provide the students with tools to evaluate their 
performance and that of their peers. 
 
Hall's (2000) findings are in line with Van Lier's (1996) AAA curriculum that consists of 
teachers: 
• Relating learning to pupils' existing knowledge (Awareness).  
• Allowing the students to make choices in terms of what is to be learned and to take 
responsibility for when the learning will occur and how (Autonomy). 
• Providing the students with materials taken from the "world at large" (p. 13) and 
giving them the freedom to express their thoughts and feelings (Authenticity). 
 
From the research conducted within sociocultural theory we conclude that interaction is 
necessary for language learning to occur and have ideas as to what kind of teaching practices 
would encourage the promotion of communicative competence in SL/FL classrooms. 
Although it is valuable to know how SL/FL languages are learned, our research is not focused 
on language learning. Rather, our research aims at gaining insight into how teachers engage, 
or do not engage, their students in target language use as language use is a condition for 
language learning to occur. 
 
To orient ourselves towards finding out how language interaction occurs in the classroom we 
turn to the work of Nystrand, Gamoran, Kachur, & Prendergast (1997). Nystrand et al. (1997) 
provide research that examines how instructional organization takes form in interaction in L1 
classrooms. In hundreds of classrooms they found that discourse patterns could be clustered 
around two paradigms of education: recitation and discussion. Their research, conducted in 
the framework of sociocultural theory, provides a concrete definition of interaction in terms 
that Dysthe (1993), based on Nystrand’s earlier work (for example, 1990, 1991) calls 
‘monologue’ and ‘dialogue’. Underlying the discourse patterns are theories of knowledge that 
link discourse patterns to the types of learning that emerge. This helps provide clues as to why 
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the ‘good practice’ teaching activities mentioned above do not occur in most language 
classrooms. We outline Nystrand et al. (1997)’s work in the following section. 
2.5.3 Defining interaction 
Dysthe’s (1993) terms of ‘dialogue’ and ‘monologue’4 contain specific properties that can be 
objectively observed in the classroom. We recognize that monologic and dialogic discourse 
exist on a continuum but we borrow the properties that Gutierrez (1993), as followed by 
Nystrand et al. (1997) that provide more of a two-point dichotomy. Inspired by Bakhtin 
(1981), Nystrand et al. (1997) characterize dialogue as having three essential elements: 
authentic questions, uptake and high-level evaluation. Authentic questions are open-ended 
and contain no pre-specified answer, uptake means that the answer given by the student is 
incorporated into following remarks or questions made by the teacher, and high-level 
evaluation involves responding more substantially than the standard response of ‘good’ or 
reiterating what the student said. Rather, the teacher, for example, incorporates the student's 
answer in the subsequent discussion. 
 
What Nystrand et al. (1997) call monologic recitation Gutierrez (1993) characterizes as 
follows: 
• Classroom talk follows strict IRE5 discourse patterns. 
• Teacher selects student speakers. 
• Teacher shows little or no acknowledgment of students’ self-selections. 
• Teacher initiates subtopics. 
• Teacher discourages or ignores students’ attempts to introduce other subtopics. 
• Student responses tend to be short (one word/phrase); teacher does not encourage 
response elaboration, and there is minimal expansion of students’ responses by 
teacher. 
                                                 
4 The features listed in this section represent the general patterns of discourse observed in classrooms. Bakhtin 
(1981) argued that true monologism does not exist, as discourse is intrinsically dialogic.  However, classroom 
discourse that is monologic can be planned and treated as though it were (Nystrand et al., 1997). As such, it is 
possible to place monologic and dialogic discourse patterns on opposing ends of the discourse continuum, as 
depicted in the table 2.1. The lists should be thus interpreted as some of the elements that prevail in classroom 
discourse.  
5 The term IRE is similar to IRF but is considered, according to Wells (1999), to be a narrower subtype that 
refers to an evaluation in the third term. 
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• Teacher initiates test-like questions for which there is generally only one correct 
answer and indicates implied goal is to contribute specific ‘right’ answers to teacher’s 
questions (Nystrand et al., 1997, p. 26). 
 
Many classrooms feature components of what Nystrand et al. (1997) define as being 
monologic whereby the teacher initiates most of the questions that are designed to test 
whether the students know what the teacher expects them to know.  The teacher already 
knows the answer and very little ‘uptake’ occurs whereby the teacher builds on previous 
responses. This type of interaction is similar to what Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) coined as 
the IRF (the teacher Initiates, the student Responds and the teacher gives Feedback) pattern. 
The distinction that Nystrand et al. (1997) make between the two forms of discourse is the 
underlying belief about what constitutes knowledge from the point of view of the first 
interlocutor, usually the teacher, who establishes the topic of discussion and his relationship 
with the other participants.  
 
What Nystrand et al. (1997) call dialogic exchange is similar to what Gutierrez (1993) refers 
to as ‘responsive-collaborative script’ and characterizes as follows: 
• Activity and discourse boundaries are significantly relaxed with more student 
responses between teacher initiation and evaluation; also student responses 
occasionally build on previous responses (change) and contribute to the construction 
of shared knowledge. 
• Teacher frames and facilitates the activity and can respond at any time, but keeps 
utterances and intervention to a minimum. 
• There is minimal teacher selection of students; students either-self select or select 
other students. 
• Teacher and students negotiate subtopics of discussion. 
• The teacher indicates the implied goal as developing shared knowledge, but still 
includes a preference for correct information. 
• Teacher and students initiate questions for which there are no specific correct answers 
as well as questions that are constructed from students’ previous responses. 
• The teacher sometimes acknowledges students’ topic expansions as well as his and 
other students’ incorporation of these expansions into the ongoing lesson (Nystrand et 
al., 1997, p. 26). 
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Nystrand et al. (1997) follow Gutierrez in her characterization of classroom discourse patterns 
but go further to connect the types of discourse to a theory, in the tradition of Bakhtin (1981) 
and Volosinov (1976) of how knowledge is constructed. Nystrand et al. (1997) maintain that 
the classroom interaction, or discourse patterns, represents teachers’ beliefs about teaching 
and learning. Further, the teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning are representative of 
their theories of knowledge and ultimately educational paradigms (Nystrand et al., 1997). The 
relationship between discourse patterns, beliefs about teaching and learning, educational 
paradigms is illustrated in table 2.1. 
 
Table 2.1 Key features of monologically and dialogically organized instruction 
 Monologically organized 
instruction 
 
Dialogically organized 
instruction 
 
Paradigm Recitation Discussion 
Communication model Transmission of knowledge Transformation of 
understandings 
Epistemology Objectivism: Knowledge is a 
given 
Dialogism: Knowledge 
emerges from interaction of 
voices 
Source of valued knowledge Teacher, textbook authorities: 
Excludes students 
 
Includes students' 
interpretations and personal 
experiences 
Texture  Choppy 
 
Coherent  
 
From Nystrand, M. with Gamoran, A., Kachur, A. & Prendergast, C. (1997). Opening 
dialogue: Understanding the dynamics of language and learning in the English classroom. 
New York: Teachers College Press (p.19). 
 
According to Nystrand et al. (1997), a teacher who establishes a discourse that comprises 
asking students closed ended questions that require a standard ‘scripted’ answer results in an 
exchange that has a ‘choppy’ texture and lacks fluidity (p.19).  The discourse patterns reflect 
the teacher’s beliefs that associate teaching, and the communication model, with one of the 
transmission of fact-based information that is only available from the teacher, textbook or 
other authority.  Such a view of teaching reflects a belief that learning consists of acquiring or 
obtaining a set body of information.  The type of learning that the educational paradigm that 
Nystrand et al. (1997) call ‘recitation’ (p.19) thus promotes the memorization and acquisition 
of facts.  This view is commensurate with the epistemology of objectivism: that knowledge is 
a given (Nystrand et al, 1997). 
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A teacher, however, who engages the students in open-ended discussions, creates an exchange 
that has a coherent and fluid texture and resembles a conversation.  The discourse patterns 
reflect the teacher’s beliefs that link teaching and the communication model to one that 
includes the students’ active participation as they are seen to have valuable experiences, 
talents and interpretations to contribute to the classroom exchange, or as Nystrand et al. 
(1997) call it ‘the transformation of understandings’ (p. 19).  Such a view of teaching reflects 
a belief that learning comprises joint, collaborative activity-building tasks that result in the co-
construction of knowledge.  The type of learning that the educational paradigm that Nystrand 
et al. (1997) call ‘discussion’ (p.19) thus fosters the creation of knowledge. This notion 
conforms to the epistemology of dialogism: knowledge emerges from the interaction of voices 
(Nystrand et al., 1997).  
 
In their research in English first language classrooms Nystrand et al. (1997) showed, by 
means of test results, that the type of discourse that the teachers established in the classroom 
was closely linked to the type of learning that occurred. The students in classrooms dominated 
by monologic discourse scored lower in terms of depth of understanding than their 
counterparts in classrooms where dialogic discourse occurred.  Nystrand et al. (1997) 
demonstrated how monologic discourse stifles the retention and processing of information 
that is vital for understanding and bringing about higher order thinking that dialogic discourse 
promotes. A teacher, who establishes dialogic discourse in the classroom, thus "promotes 
fundamental expectations for learning by seriously treating students as thinkers" (p.28).  
 
Closely related to Nystrand et al. (1997)'s research, Johnson (1995) asserts that teachers 
establish and maintain classroom discourse patterns. She highlights some of the reasons why 
IRF patterns of discourse dominate L2 classrooms: students’ expectations, teachers’ 
expectations and, in particular, teachers’ beliefs.  From her research she concludes that the 
teacher is largely responsible for establishing and maintaining discourse patterns and that the 
discourse patterns are a reflection of the teacher's beliefs.  
 
Nystrand et al. (1997) emphasize the function of interaction in terms of ‘roles’. That is, the 
roles assumed by teachers and students as evidenced in the classroom discourse patterns, and 
the role that underlying views about learning and knowledge play in the classroom interaction 
style adopted by the teacher. Fundamental to Nystrand et al. (1997)’s research is the link that 
exists between teachers’ beliefs and actions, in terms of the classroom discourse patterns that 
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teachers foster. This relationship will be examined in light of sociocultural theory in section 
2.6.  
2.6 Conclusion to this section 
For clarity we summarize the path we followed to arrive at a construct for analyzing 
interaction that we call ‘monologic discourse’ and its anti-thesis ‘dialogic discourse’ as 
illustrated in figure 2.2. 
 
 
Figure 2.2 Summary of path followed to arrive at a construct for analyzing interaction 
 
The main research question of this study centers on gaining an understanding of the use of 
target language English in the secondary school classroom. A study of the literature revealed 
that many terms and concepts are used to describe target language use such as 
‘communicative competence’ and ‘verbal communication’ (Brown, 1994). The term 
‘interaction’ appeared most frequently in the literature yet the concept was generally found to 
be poorly defined (Van Lier, 1996) and lacked a theoretical framework (Jaramillo, 1996; 
Laroche, Bednarz, & Garrison, 1998). For the reasons explained in section 2.2.4 we selected 
sociocultural theory to frame our research. The selection was also made in light of the fact 
that ‘interaction’ is one of the concepts of Vygotskian theory.  
 
Target language use 
(Question one) 
Monologic discourse 
(Reformulated question two) 
Dialogic discourse 
(Reformulated question two) 
Paradigm of recitation 
(Reformulated question three)
Paradigm of discussion 
(Reformulated question three)
Discourse 
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Despite the significance attached to ‘interaction’ in sociocultural theory, however, Vygotsky 
(1978) did not provide a clear definition of interaction. In our search for a construct for 
analyzing interaction we narrowed our scope to research conducted in language learning and 
teaching in sociocultural theory.  
 
Nystrand et al. (1997) provided, based on work by Gutierrez (1993), a manner of 
characterizing interaction in terms of utterances, or discourse patterns, established by the 
teacher. They assigned attributes to the discourse patterns that they named ‘monologic 
discourse’ and ‘dialogic discourse’. Nystrand et al. (1997)’s research showed that underlying 
the discourse patterns are teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning that can be further 
linked to paradigms of what constitutes knowledge. Using Nystrand et al. (1997)’s 
characterization of discourse patterns would enable us to answer the three research questions 
presented in chapter one: To what extent does the teacher use that target language, how does 
the teacher use the target language and why does the teacher use the target language the way 
he does? 
 
We now turn to the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and actions, in terms of the 
classroom discourse patterns that teachers foster, in light of sociocultural theory.  
2.7 Beliefs seen from the framework of sociocultural theory 
2.7.1 Teacher practices, sociocultural factors and beliefs 
Sociocultural theory is a theory of human cognitive development. To understand cognitive 
development one needs to first understand human consciousness. Vygotsky (1978) claimed 
that consciousness links the individual's knowledge to his behaviour, and thought, actions and 
experiences are culturally mediated (Rozycki & Goldfarb, 2000). As such, Vygotsky (1978)'s 
theory has been described as an attempt to explain consciousness as the end product of 
socialization. Hence, he discusses socialization, not society (Rozycki & Goldfarb, 2000). 
 
In educational philosophy it is generally accepted that knowledge and beliefs are more or less 
parallel. Therefore, to gain insight into, in our case how teachers use the target language in the 
classroom, we need to reconstruct teachers' beliefs. To understand a teacher it is necessary to 
examine not only the teacher's actions but also the social context in which the person operates 
(Wertsch, 1991) because an individual does not function in isolation (Engeström, 1999). 
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Rather, a person's activity is "a system in the system of social relations" (Leont'ev, 1981, p. 
47) because the teacher's actions are shaped by the larger social and historical contexts that 
constitute what happens in the classroom (Wenger, 1999). As such, teachers’ practices are 
formed by sociocultural factors that we identify as being the students' and schools' beliefs that 
play a role in creating the context, and thus discourse patterns, of the classroom. Lave and 
Wenger (2000) call this ‘cultural reproduction’ and define it as “a historically constructed, 
ongoing, conflicting, synergistic structuring of activity and relations among practitioners”. 
Similarly, Van der Veer and Valsiner (1994) state that the child, during the process of 
development, acquires not only cultural experience but also the forms and habits of cultural 
behaviour because, as noted in Wells (1999), the activities of individuals “take over the 
experience of humankind, as this is encoded in the tools that are used, and particularly in the 
semiotic tool of language” (p. 19). 
 
For our research, we wish to reconstruct the teachers’ beliefs in terms of target language use 
in the classroom. To understand the teachers’ beliefs, which we also now refer to as 
behaviour, we turn to conduct what Vygotsky (1978) called the “history of behaviours” or 
"genetic approach" (Rozycki & Goldfarb, 2000). Vygotsky (1978) acknowledged individual 
agency in that individuals contemplate, analyze, evaluate and select from social influences but 
he regarded this process as being socially organized (Ratner, 1998).  
2.7.2 Beliefs and knowledge 
For the purpose of this research we borrow from Borg (2001) and construe beliefs as "a 
mental state which has as its content a proposition that is accepted as true by the individual 
holding it" (p. 186). Beliefs act as lenses through which information is filtered and determines 
what new information individuals accept as being true.  Following Richardson (1997), 
individuals fit new knowledge into their existing schema of beliefs. 
 
Conceptualizing beliefs in terms of a proposition, an element of knowledge, however, 
requires that the term 'knowledge' also be defined.  Borrowing from the educational 
philosopher Fenstermacher (1994), knowledge can be defined as a "justified true belief" (p. 
24).  What the two definitions show is how difficult it is to distinguish between knowledge 
and beliefs and as such, many researchers regard the two as being parallel.  We regard the two 
concepts as being interactive whereby both influence, reinforce and strengthen the other.   
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In sum, beliefs guide and inform how individuals think, and vice versa, and how they act 
(Borg, 2001; Pajares, 1992). 
 
The study of knowledge finds its roots in the branch of philosophy that examines the nature 
and scope of knowledge; that is, what we know and how we know it. Two types of knowledge 
are generally recognized: propositional and performance knowledge (Fenstermacher, 1994). 
Propositional knowledge, or scientific knowledge, refers to a knowledge claim that “must be 
true, it must be believed by the claimant, and the claimant must be justified in believing the 
claim” (as cited in Fenstermacher, 1994). Performance knowledge, or ‘knowing how’ refers 
to “skill knowledge or competent performance” (as cited in Fenstermacher, 1994). Within 
these types of knowledge different strands of research seek to understand what teachers know.  
For the purposes of our research we have chosen Schön's (1983) 'epistemology of practice' as 
it is most closely linked to sociocultural theory (Vygotsky, 1978) because, as mentioned 
earlier, sociocultural theory sets out to explain consciousness or thinking, and thinking relates 
an individual’s knowledge to his behaviour (Lantolf & Appel, 1994) and thus also beliefs as 
asserted by Schön (1983). 
 
Schön's epistemology of practice is concerned with the type of knowledge that examines 
performance. Key to this epistemology is a concept of what Schön calls 'knowledge-in-
action'.  He states that knowledge is inferred in actions and the beliefs can be reconstructed by 
observing and analyzing actions (Schön, 1983).  As a result of the defined 
interaction/distinction between knowledge and beliefs, we conclude that through observation 
and interviews in an interactive, dialogic process with a teacher, we can reconstruct the 
teacher's beliefs as well as those of the students and school. The process followed to do this is 
expanded on in chapter three, methodology.  
2.7.3 Teachers' beliefs and teaching practices 
Teachers' views about teaching and learning are a reflection of their past experiences that 
have given form to their current teaching practices (Kelchtermans, 2000; Li, 2003). Vygotsky 
(1978) coined the term 'lay theories' to explain how views are formed over time without 
instruction. The theories include strong notions, based on personal history, of what constitutes 
good teaching practice (Holt-Reynolds, 1992) that were formed through what Lortie called 
‘participant observation’ in his seminal study of teacher socialization (1975).  
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Beliefs formed early in life prove to be most tenacious (Pajares, 1992) and are difficult to 
change (Ball, 1990; Calderhead & Robson, 1991; Freeman, 1991; Tillema, 1998; Weinstein, 
1990).  Pre-service teachers arrive at formal teacher training programs with a wide array of 
experiences and personal histories that have shaped their beliefs about teaching (Gimenez, 
1994; Holt-Reynolds, 1992; Reis, 2005) and these serve as filters through which pre-service 
teachers select from the teacher training programs what they will later incorporate into 
teaching practices (Fox, 1993; Johnson, 1994; Richards, Ho, & Giblin, 1992).  
 
Many pre-service teachers view their future role as providers of information (Anderson & 
Bird, 1995; Holt-Reynolds, 2000; Wilson, 1990) and perceive a good teacher as someone who 
can motivate students by telling a good story that the students will remember for testing 
purposes (Bird, Anderson, Sullivan, & Swidler, 1993).  This belief about teaching and 
learning reflects conventional educational views (Anderson & Bird, 1995; Reis, 2005) that 
knowledge is quantifiable, fixed, and can only be imparted by the teacher, the expert, in a 
discourse that is monologic. This can also be said of language teachers: many view language 
as a system of rules that need to be learned and memorized in a sequential order (Van de Ven, 
1996).   
 
The call for teachers to relinquish traditional teaching methods for more communicative 
approaches remains unanswered. Classroom practices are based on beliefs that are not readily 
changed and are influenced by classroom and educational constraints, such as the government 
exams, that hinder the use of new teaching methods (Duffy, 1982; Johnson, 1992, 1994, 1995; 
Pajares, 1992).  
 
Beliefs are formed through the gradual process of cultural reproduction and create theoretical 
frameworks that define the type of instruction and interaction that occurs in the classroom 
(Johnson, 1992, 1994). Beliefs are created and are reinforced through imitation, experience, 
observation, and learning both formally and informally in the individual's cultural, historical 
and social settings. The beliefs that are formed, particularly at an early age, remain fixed and 
largely unalterable (Pajares, 1992). 
 
 
Insofar as teaching practices are concerned, the beliefs etched during the years spent in the 
classroom as students remain unchanged, even after following teacher training programs 
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(Bailey et al., 1996; Johnson, 1992, 1994; Wilson, 1990). Named the 'apprenticeship of 
observation' (Lortie, 1975), the beliefs, which Burns (1996) distinguishes at the personal, 
classroom and institutional level, include ideas about what constitutes effective teaching, how 
learning takes place and how pupils should behave in the classroom (Pajares, 1992). The 
beliefs are brought into the teacher training program, often unconsciously and implicitly 
(Burns, 1996) and then into the classroom where teachers provide instruction in a traditional 
manner (Johnson, 1994, 1995). Research shows that even when pre-service teachers articulate 
that they intend to teach in ways other than the way in which they were taught as children, 
they inadvertently abandon their newly formed ideas about teaching and revert to traditional 
practices (Johnson, 1994).  
 
The pressure of classroom constraints further limits the implementation of new teaching 
practices and encourages teachers to adopt traditional instruction methods (Duffy, 1982). For 
example, maintaining a class of 30 students means that a teacher is predominantly occupied 
with managerial tasks such as organising activity-flow, monitoring pupil behaviour and 
dealing with non-teaching activities. This allows scant time to experiment with new teaching 
approaches and, as a result, to rely on familiar, albeit traditional, teacher-centred activities 
(Duffy, 1982; Johnson, 1994). Moreover, countless daily interpersonal contacts with staff and 
students require that teachers respond impulsively and react intuitively rather than in a 
reflective manner (Pajares, 1992).  
 
Against this backdrop, while not widespread, a few teacher training programs have been 
implemented to examine, influence and change beliefs (Richards & Johnson, 1993).  
Although some teacher trainers have reported success (Borg, 1998; Pennington, 1995), most 
researchers have not been so optimistic; teachers' beliefs are so firmly rooted that changing 
them is a daunting task (Bailey et al., 1996; De Vries, 1996; Geijsel, Sleegers, Van den Berg, 
& Kelchtermans, 2001).   
 
The lack of educational change is not, however, limited to interaction in the foreign language 
classroom as it has been noted in other subject areas (Van de Ven, 1996). Attempts to 
implement change in classroom teaching methods have resulted in the design of several 
innovative projects, many of which have proven to be unsuccessful (Sleegers, Van den Berg, 
& Geijsel, 2000). The failure of innovative projects can be attributed to the fact that changing 
teachers' beliefs is a formidable obstacle (De Vries, 1996; Geijsel, Sleegers, Van den Berg, & 
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Kelchtermans, 2001) and that teacher concerns, beliefs, knowledge and understanding of 
education are rarely taken into account or integrated in the innovations (Sleegers, Van den 
Berg, & Geijsel, 2000; Van de Ven, 1996).  
2.7.4 Students’ beliefs, school culture, teaching methods and exams 
As with teachers, students' beliefs are shaped by their classroom experiences. Students are 
socialized in the culture of the school and have experience and expectations that reflect the 
traditional teaching methods to which they are exposed (Johnson, 1995).  
 
Grammar translation teaching is considered outdated because it fails to promote language 
proficiency (Olsher, 1996) yet the principles underlying the practice continue to thrive in 
many school cultures (Savignon, 1997).  Beliefs are socially determined and as a result the 
context of the school promotes some beliefs more than others. Schools can foster cultures that 
are resistant to change, thus rendering it difficult for teachers to implement teaching methods 
that are not aligned with school tradition and practice (Bergen & De Jong, 1996; Crookes, 
1997; Duffy, 1982; Johnson, 1992, 1994, 1995; Pajares, 1992).   
 
Educational pressures thus play an additional role in limiting the use of new, more 
communicative, teaching practices. For example, end-of-year government examinations limit 
teaching freedom and reinforce the use of traditional rote-memorizing instructional methods 
to prepare students for fact-focused tests (Duffy, 1982). Further, schools can foster cultures 
that are resistant to change, thus rendering it difficult for individual teachers to implement 
new teaching methods that are not consistent with school tradition and practice (Bergen & De 
Jong, 1996). Finally, parental expectations can deter the implementation of new teaching 
methods. Given that expectations are partly based on previous experience, parents may be 
unwilling to accept teaching methods that are not in line with their classroom expectations 
(Fijen, 1997). 
 
 
 
Despite the sobering news that deeply entrenched beliefs at the institutional level permeate 
schools, thus rendering belief change difficult to achieve, several examples exist of how 
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schools have been able to create contexts whereby dialogic discourse flourishes (Little, 1995; 
Louis, Kruse and Marks, 1996). We elaborate upon this in chapter seven (section 7.6.5). 
2.8 Chapter summary 
In this chapter we looked at theories of language acquisition from the perspective of 
interaction. We justified the reasons why sociocultural theory is suitable for our research as it 
provides a theoretical foundation and empirical evidence of the importance of interaction for 
language learning. We referred to research conducted within sociocultural theory that affords 
empirical evidence of how language use and language learning occur interdependently in 
interaction. Hence ‘interaction’ is the key construct and sensitizing concept for our study.  
  
To design a study we look to sociocultural theory to offer an approach to conducting research 
by means of applying the genetic approach. We now proceed to chapter three where we 
outline the methodology and methods followed that enabled us to gain insight into the 
relationship between teaching practices, in terms of discourse patterns, beliefs and interaction 
in the framework of sociocultural theory. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
3.1 Introduction  
Methodology is the manner in which one studies social reality (Mason, 1998). Qualitative 
methodology, the type that we have employed in this investigation, provides the means to 
view and understand a classroom because it recognizes that "persons act on the basis of 
meaning… [and] the understanding that meaning is defined and redefined through 
interaction” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 9). Named, among others, interpretative research, 
naturalistic inquiry or ethnographic methodologies, qualitative studies aim to "understand the 
complex world of lived experience from the point of view of those who live it" (Schwandt, 
1998, p. 221), the goal of which is to learn the perspectives or beliefs of the people involved 
in the study as expressed through their actions and words (Ely, Anzul, Friedman, Gardner, & 
McCormack Steinmetz, 1994). In this chapter we present the methodological approach to the 
investigation and frame it in sociocultural theory. We then describe the research design and 
the methods used to collect and analyze the data to answer the research questions.   
3.2 Methodology in sociocultural theory perspective 
3.2.1 Beliefs and knowledge 
Vygotsky (1978) claimed that research could not be separated from philosophy because data 
are studied from a particular view of knowledge (Lantolf & Appel, 1994). For Vygotsky 
(1978), knowledge is based on creating interpretations because, from an epistemological 
perspective, true reality does not exist. The only way in which one can therefore come to 
understand or know the world is through interpretation. Interaction thus plays a key role in the 
process of interpretation as knowledge is co-constructed through dialogue between 
individuals (Swain, 2001). As such, “’Truth’ is defined and redefined through interaction" 
(Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 9). 
 
In chapter two we stated that for the purpose of our research we select Schön’s (1983) 
epistemology of practice as it is related to Vygotsky (1978)’s sociocultural theory. 
Sociocultural theory sets out to explain consciousness, or thinking, and thinking relates the 
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individual’s knowledge to his behaviour (Lantolf & Appel, 1994) and thus also beliefs. In 
other words, by understanding behaviour the underlying beliefs can be distilled. 
 
According to Vygotsky (1978), consciousness links knowledge to actions and actions develop 
in an historical context. An individual’s thinking patterns are not solely determined by 
biological factors. Rather, a person’s way of thinking is the product of the activities he 
practices in the social institutions of the culture in which the person is raised.  The history of 
the society in which the individual is brought up, as well as the person's individual history, 
determine the manner in which the person thinks.  Individuals are shaped by and in turn 
influence the shape of society. Consequently, thought and actions are culturally mediated 
(Rozycki & Goldfarb, 2000). 
 
Vygotsky (1978) established a link between context and behaviour and how sociocultural 
factors play determining roles in development. As such, he pressed for qualitative research to 
understand the relationship between cultural factors and development (Lantolf, 2000) because 
“social activity and mental activity is organized through culturally constructed artifacts and 
social relationships” (Lantolf, 2000). In sum, the goal of a sociocultural-based research is to 
explain "how human action is situated in cultural, historical, and institutional settings" 
(Wertsch, 1991, p.119).  
3.2.2 The genetic approach 
Vygotksy stated that studying actions engenders studying behaviour, as “behaviour can be 
understood only as the history of behaviour” (as cited in Wells, 1999, p. 55). To this end 
Vygotsky (1978) developed an approach to research called ‘genetic analysis’.  
 
Genetic analysis comprises four levels that match the developmental trajectories of: a 
particular situation or the microgenetic level, an individual or the ontogenetic level, a culture 
or historical level and the human species or phylogenetic level (Wells, 1999).  Vygotsky 
(1978) argued that by employing the genetic approach it was possible to reduce the most 
complex cultural-historical method of behaviour into its component parts while 
simultaneously maintaining the properties of the behaviour (Van der Veer & Valsiner, 1994).  
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The use of the genetic method creates the means to connect the past to the present to 
understand how cultural reproduction influences the current behaviour, in terms of beliefs 
enacted in discourse patterns in our study, of those who participate in creating the context of 
the classroom. We note that we apply only the first three levels of the genetic method as the 
fourth level concerns the development of the human species and this goes beyond the scope of 
our research. 
 
Studying the teacher's history of behaviour requires the use of methods of data collection and 
analysis that enable us to study the teacher's behaviour at the three levels of genetic analysis: 
the microgenetic, the ontogenetic, and the historical. How we applied genetic analysis to our 
study is explained in the following section. 
 
First, however, we need to justify our use of the genetic approach as sociocultural research in 
SL/FL settings has largely concentrated on examining the development of language learning 
among students.  The studies frequently apply the genetic method to observe the potential 
development in the ZPD at the microgenetic level (Thorne, 2005). Our study departs from this 
research tradition in that our study focuses on language development, not in terms of learning, 
but in the cultural reproduction of language use in the FL classroom.  Moreover, to uncover 
the genesis of language use in the classroom we employ research methods that operate not 
only at the microgenetic level, but also at the ontogenetic and historical levels. 
 
Vygotsky (1978) established the need for applying the genetic method in research at all four 
genetic levels although he conducted his research at the historical level (Van der Veer & 
Valsiner, 1994). Wells (1999), however, provided a detailed example of how the genetic 
method can be applied to the examination of a literary text utilizing all four levels. 
Sociolinguists, such as Lave and Wenger (1991) and Wenger (1999) who developed the 
concept of ‘community of practice’ are similar to the followers of sociocultural theory in that 
they believe that learning, as well as language knowledge, is collaborative, socially situated 
and co-constructed via interaction. Their research has concentrated on understanding the 
cultural-historical development of learning (Thorne, 2005). However, their research, as well 
as related research conducted in the area of second language ethnographers has not been 
concerned with using genetic analysis to gain an understanding of the social aspect of learning 
(Mitchell & Myles, 2004).  Research is currently being conducted to examine the historical-
cultural development of teachers in teacher training programs, but at the time of publication 
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the researchers had not determined how the data would be analyzed (Chin, Young, & Floyd, 
2004).  Yet despite the lack of similar research and use of the genetic method similar to our 
research, however, sociocultural theory offers an interpretive framework in which studies can 
be designed and executed (Thorne, 2005). We discuss this in the following section. 
3.3 Research design 
Using the concept of ‘practice’ developed by Schön (1983) we apply it to the data reduction 
method that we borrow from Strauss and Corbin (1998). Strauss and Corbins’ (1998) 
approach represents a methodology, or a way of looking at social reality that considers it 
essential that one ‘gets out’ to explore what is happening in the real world because human 
action and phenomena are diverse and rich and gaining insight occurs through the process of 
interpretation and reinterpretation in interaction (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). This focus on 
interaction forges a link to our construct of interaction that is based on the work of Vygotsky 
(1978). In light of the notion that beliefs are similar to actions, we use interviews to find out 
what the teachers’ beliefs are by means of applying grounded theory (see section 3.5.2 for a 
description of grounded theory).  The teachers’ beliefs are represented in teaching practices, 
in terms of discourse patterns used by the teacher, that are observable in the classroom. As we 
are looking specifically at how target language is used in the classroom, we restrict our data 
analysis to only situations wherein target language is being used in the classroom.   
 
For our research purpose to gain insight into behaviour, in our case discourse patterns, we 
need to reconstruct teachers’ beliefs. As such, our research is focused on, by means of genetic 
analysis, discovering the origin and creation of current language use in the classroom. 
Applying sociocultural theory and its approaches to research to our study entailed studying 
teachers’ teaching practices, in terms of the discourse patterns of target language use as 
established and maintained by the teacher. By conducting a case study to examine discourse 
patterns would enable us to reconstruct the beliefs of the teacher, students and school and 
enable us to understand the relationship between the beliefs and discourse patterns fostered by 
the teachers, to explain how the teachers engage, or do not engage, their students in target 
language use. Yet as we planned to form a theory as to why little target language use occurs 
in the classroom one case study would not suffice. Time permitted the execution of three case 
studies to do a cross-case analysis and apply the principles of genetic analysis to relate the 
teachers’ beliefs to movements in SL/FL teaching and corresponding views of teaching and 
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learning to answer the question that guided our study: Why is there little target language use 
in the language classroom? We then linked the associated views of teaching and learning in 
SL/FL movements to educational paradigms to offer a theory as to why little dialogic 
discourse occurs at school. 
3.3.1 Case studies 
The research was motivated by a desire to gain insight into how teachers use target language 
in a foreign language classroom to ascertain how they engage, or do not engage, their students 
in target language use. To arrive at a conclusion we devised three questions that we described 
in chapter one that comprise: To what extent does the teacher use the target language? How 
does the teacher use the target language? Why does the teacher use the target language the 
way he does? By answering these questions to discover how teachers engage, or do not 
engage, their students in target language use, we aimed to use this information to answer the 
overall question of why it is that little target language use in the FL/SL classroom occurs.  
 
A case study serves the purpose of investigating a phenomenon to gain understanding of the 
context in which the phenomenon occurs to form a theory (Flick, 2002). The choice for case 
studies was made in light of the type of information we sought. We aimed at gaining insight 
into teachers’ practices, in terms of target language use, so as to explore and understand why 
they use the target language the way they do. In our opinion reaching this goal would only be 
possible by going ‘narrow and deep’ by means of conducting case studies to understand the 
teachers’ practices in an in-depth and rigorous investigation (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000). 
3.3.2 The researcher’s role  
The researcher’s role was one of a participant observer. Participant observation can be defined 
as a "field strategy that simultaneously combines document analysis, interviewing of 
respondents and informants, direct participation and observation, and introspection" (as cited 
in Fuchs, 2005) and involves gaining access to the research environment and participants to 
understand, in this case, the classroom and the events that occur in the classroom setting 
(Fuchs, in press).  
 
An inherent problem of participant observation is gaining insight into natural human 
behaviour without disrupting the environment in virtue of the observer's presence (Fuchs, 
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2005).  As part of the research process but also in an effort to counter the affect of what is 
called the “observer’s paradox” (as cited in Fuchs, 2005), the researcher spent many hours in 
the four-month period spent in each of the classrooms to gain as uninhibited a view of  the 
teachers and students’ behaviour as possible.  The teachers and students appeared indifferent 
to the researcher and video equipment almost immediately once data collection began and, 
when asked during interviews, they all responded that within a couple of days they had almost 
forgotten there was someone new in the classroom (researcher’s notes, 22/02/01). 
3.3.3 Selection of the teachers 
Finding schools and teachers willing to participate in our study proved to be difficult. For 
practical purposes the schools needed to be located close to the researcher’s home. Yet 
because the researcher lives outside the area served by the University we had few contacts and 
were required to approach potential schools at random and this presented problems of access. 
In addition, the schools and teachers that volunteered to participate needed to meet certain 
criteria. For the school it was essential that the setting be representative of an average 
secondary school. The following criteria were of importance: the school be a regular school 
rather than an immersion school, the class be taught by an experienced teacher with a 
minimum of five years' teaching experience, who had not been involved in action research or 
other type of teacher training beyond the required amount to become certified, and taught 
English in the senior grades. The last criterion was essential as the students have already had 
English classes for a minimum of three years and would thus be expected to speak English.  
 
For the purpose of our research it was essential that the teachers meet the following criteria: 
speak English to the students and that the students sometimes respond in English, be willing 
to reflect on their classroom experiences during semi-structured interviews, be videotaped 
during lessons for a four-month period, have students who were willing to participate in semi-
structured interviews and be videotaped during lessons for a four-month period, and lastly, 
agree to have the research results disseminated. The precise course we followed in finding 
three teachers who were willing to participate in the study and met the required criteria is 
described per case study.  
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3.4 Overview of the study 
The study consisted of three case studies. Data collection per case study occurred from 
January to May 2001 for case study one, and from January to May 2002 for case studies two 
and three. The latter half of the school year was chosen for data collection to ensure that 
patterns of language use by teacher and students were established. Interviewing, taking field 
notes, observing, recording audio and visually the classroom for four months was deemed 
necessary as data collection and analysis informed one another and occurred simultaneously. 
Data collection and initial analysis was thus an on-going and interactive process between the 
data and researcher and required the estimated four-month time allotment. 
 
Each case study consisted of three research questions. The third research question was divided 
into three sections as each one called for a different method of analysis. We explain this in 
more detail in the following section. Each research question corresponded to a genetic level 
and each level comprised both a unit and method of analysis.  How we applied genetic 
analysis to the research questions, justified the data sources and methods, chose the units and 
methods of analysis are illustrated in the overview of the study in table 3.1.  
 
Table 3.1 Overview of the study 
 
Genetic level 
 
Research questions   
 
Data sources and 
methods 
 
 
Unit of analysis 
 
Method of analysis 
 
Justification  
Case study 1 
 
Micro 
 
1. To what extent 
does the teacher use 
the target language? 
 
 
Class recordings: 
audio and visual 
 
Utterances by teacher 
and students in 
English 
 
Quantification of 
utterances in English 
 
Recordings will provide 
an account of how 
much the target 
language is used by the 
teacher. 
 
Micro  
 
2. How does the 
teacher use the target 
language? 
 
 
Class recordings:  
audio and visual  
 
Utterances by teacher 
and students in 
English 
 
Characterize 
classroom discourse 
according to IRF 
patterns 
 
Recordings will provide 
an account of how the 
target language is used 
by the teacher. 
 
Ontogenetic 
  
3. a. Why does the 
teacher use the target 
language the way he 
does? 
 
1. Semi-structured 
interviews: teacher 
2. Field notes: 
researcher 
 
 
Utterances by teacher
 
Grounded theory 
 
1. Interviews will reveal 
information as to why 
the teacher uses the 
target language the way 
he does. 
2. Field notes will assist 
in forming questions to 
ask during semi-
structured interviews. 
 
Historical 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.b. Why do the 
students use the 
target language the 
way they do? 
 
Semi-structured 
interviews: students 
 
 
Utterances by 
students 
 
Grounded theory 
 
 
Interviews will reveal 
information as to why 
the students respond to 
the teacher’s use of the 
target language the way 
they do.  
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Genetic level 
 
Research questions   
 
Data sources and 
methods 
 
 
Unit of analysis 
 
Method of analysis 
 
Justification  
 
Historical 
 
 
 
 
3.c. Why do the 
colleagues use the 
discourse patterns the 
way they do? 
 
1. School 
documentation: 
policy 
2. Visits to the 
students’ other 
classes 
 
1. Content analysis  
2. Utterances by 
teacher and students 
in English 
 
1.  Characterize 
school politics 
concerning explicit 
statements about 
teaching and learning 
 2. Characterize 
colleagues’ discourse 
patterns according to 
IRF patterns 
 
 
1. School 
documentation will give 
an account of the 
context in which the 
teacher establishes 
target language use and 
to which the students 
respond. 
2. Visits to the students’ 
other classes will give 
an account of the school 
context in which the 
students and teacher use 
the target language. 
Case studies  2 and 3 
 
Micro 
 
1. To what extent 
does the teacher use 
the target language? 
 
Class recordings: 
audio and visual  
 
Utterances by teacher 
and students in 
English 
 
Quantification of 
utterances in English 
 
Recordings will provide 
an account of how 
much the target 
language is used by the 
teacher. 
 
Micro 
 
2. Is the target 
language use 
monologic or 
dialogic?  
 
 
Class recordings: 
audio and visual 
 
Utterances by teacher 
and students in 
English 
 
Characterize 
discourse according 
to monologue and 
dialogue patterns 
 
Recordings will provide 
an account of whether 
the target language that 
the teacher initiates is 
monologic or dialogic. 
 
Ontogenetic 
 
 
3. a.What are the 
teacher’s beliefs 
about language 
learning and 
teaching? 
 
1. Semi-structured 
interviews: teacher 
2. Field notes: 
researcher 
 
Utterances from 
teacher 
 
Grounded theory  
 
1.Interviews will reveal 
information as to why 
the teacher uses the 
target language the way 
he does. 
2.Field notes will assist 
in forming questions to 
ask during semi-
structured interviews. 
 
 
Historical 
 
3.b. What are the 
students’ beliefs 
about language 
learning? 
 
 Semi-structured 
interviews: students  
 
 
Utterances from 
students 
 
Grounded theory 
 
 
 Interviews will reveal 
information as to why 
the students respond to 
the teacher’s use of the 
target language the way 
they do.  
 
Historical 
 
 
3.c. What are the 
school’s beliefs 
about teaching and 
learning? 
 
1. School 
documentation: 
policy 
2. Visits to the 
students’ other 
classes 
 
1. Content analysis  
2. Utterances by 
teacher and students 
in English 
 
1.  Characterize 
school politics 
concerning explicit 
statements about 
teaching and learning 
 2. Characterize 
colleagues’ discourse 
patterns according to 
IRF patterns 
 
 
1. School 
documentation will give 
an account of the 
context in which the 
teacher establishes 
target language use and 
to which the students 
respond. 
2. Visits to the students’ 
other classes will give 
an account of the school 
context in which the 
students and teacher use 
the target language 
 
We now elaborate on the research questions, the corresponding genetic level of analysis and 
methods used to answer the questions to draw an answer to the main question: How do 
teachers engage, or do not engage, their students in target language use?  
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3.5 Research questions, methods of data collection and analysis 
3.5.1 Genetic analysis  
Question one: To what extent does the teacher use the target language?  
The first research question, to what extent does the teacher use the target language, 
corresponds to the microgenetic level because establishing the amount of English spoken 
involves examining language use at the smallest unit of analysis, which is, in our case, the 
utterance. To establish the extent of English use all lessons were recorded both audio and 
visually. The average number of lessons recorded was sixteen per case study. A research 
assistant transcribed the recordings and the researcher quantified the number of utterances. 
Bakhtin (1986) describes ‘utterance’ as follows:  
 
"Any utterance - from a short (single-word) rejoinder in everyday dialogue to the large 
novel or scientific treatise - has, so to speak, an absolute beginning and an absolute 
end: its beginning is preceded by the utterances of others, and its end is followed by 
the response of utterances of others" (p.72). 
 
Based on Bakhtin’s (1986) definition we interpreted and quantified ‘utterance’ in the 
following manner. Any single word, phrase, sentence or extended number of sentences 
circling around a topic made by the teacher or students in a class-wide exchange counted as 
being one utterance.  Only utterances made in English were included in the inventory.  If the 
teacher asked a question, paused to receive an answer that was not forthcoming and then 
continue to speak, we counted that as being two utterances.  More detail is provided per case 
study to explain how the number of utterances is quantified and averaged to give an accurate 
representation of the total target language use by the teacher in all the lessons observed.  
Question two: Is the target language use monologic or dialogic? 
The second research question, how does the teacher use the target language, also corresponds 
to the microgenetic level because qualifying the type of English spoken involves 
characterizing the utterances inventoried for question one.  
 
In the first case study we lacked an operationalization of interaction according to the attributes 
of monologic and dialogic discourse listed in chapter two. As such, we characterized the 
utterances made in the first case study according to patterns of IRF discourse (teacher initiates 
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a question - such as “what is the capital of The Netherlands?”, a student gives a one-word or 
short phrase answer  - such as “Amsterdam”, and the teacher provides feedback to the student 
– such as “well done”). This was made possible by the fact that all class-wide exchanges 
between this teacher and students comprised IRF patterns of discourse.  
 
As our understanding of sociocultural theory deepened we were able to operationalize the 
term ‘interaction’ in terms of monologue and dialogue, as listed in chapter two, to 
characterize the utterances inventoried in case studies two and three. The choice for 
characterizing the utterances according to Gutierrez’(1993) properties of monologue and 
dialogue was made in light of the fact that the features listed characterize not only discourse 
patterns but also teachers’ beliefs about learning and teaching as interpreted by Nystrand et al. 
(1997).  Thus, the unit of analysis for case studies two and three remained the classroom 
discourse patterns that were analyzed according to the attributes of monologue and dialogue 
that allowed us to analyze the discourse and label it as being monologic or dialogic and thus 
qualify the type of spoken English observed.  
Question three: What is the relationship between the teachers’, students’ and schools’ 
beliefs and the discourse patterns established by the teachers? 
The third research question, why does the teacher use the target language the way he does, 
corresponds to the ontogenetic and historical levels because to uncover the reasons why a 
teacher uses certain discourse patterns requires examination of how a teacher’s beliefs about 
teaching and learning are influenced by what we interpret as being his personal trajectory.  
This is the ontogenetic level.  In addition, the teacher's use of discourse patterns is further 
influenced by the environment in which the teacher works that we interpret as being the 
students’ beliefs about learning, the other teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning as well 
as the school's beliefs about teaching and learning in terms of its implicit or explicitly stated 
policy in school documents.  That is the historical level. For case studies two and three the 
distinction between the teachers’, students’ and schools’ beliefs were sharpened and this 
resulted in the reformulation of the research question. The question thus became, what is the 
relationship between the teacher’s students’ and school’s beliefs and the discourse patterns 
established by the teacher? To express the research question in terms of genetic analysis we 
divided the question into three sub questions.  
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Question 3.a consisted of identifying the teachers’ beliefs. The teachers’ beliefs were explored 
at the ontogenetic level by means of unfolding their personal trajectory by conducting semi-
structured interviews based on questions generated from field notes taken during classroom 
observations and memos written while viewing and listening to the audio and video recorded 
lessons and reading the lesson transcripts. The number and length of semi-structured 
interviews conducted varied per case study. However, the average number of semi-structured 
interviews was six and the average length was of twenty minutes. The questions asked were 
generated from literature on conducting semi-structured interviews in qualitative research 
(Ely et al., 1994; Flick, 2002), field notes taken during the lessons as well as from the analysis 
of the video and mini-disk recordings. Questions such as “how did you learn to speak 
English?”, “what are the rules governing the use of English and Dutch in your classroom?” 
and “why do the students do exercises in Dutch when you've asked them to do them in 
English?” were asked during the semi-structured interviews. All interviews were conducted in 
Dutch as it was surmised that more information would be elicited from teachers speaking in 
their L1. For the purpose of analysis all semi-structured interviews were transcribed by an 
assistant in plain text, translated to English by the researcher and revised externally to check 
for accuracy in the translation.  
 
Question 3.b consisted of uncovering the students’ beliefs. The students’ beliefs were 
explored at the historical genetic level by means of unfolding their personal trajectory by 
means of conducting semi-structured interviews. The interview questions were generated 
from field notes taken during classroom observations and memos written while viewing and 
listening to the audio and video recorded lessons and reading the lesson transcripts. The 
number and length of semi-structured interviews conducted varied per case study. However, 
the average number of semi-structured interviews was seven and the average length was of 
twenty minutes. The students were interviewed in groups of three to allow for more input 
generation than what would have been possible by interviewing the students on a one-to-one 
basis as well as to create a forum for discussion that would resemble a more real-life 
interactional situation (Flick, 2002). The questions asked were generated from literature on 
conducting semi-structured interviews in qualitative research (for example, Ely et. al, 1994; 
Flick, 2002), the researcher's field notes and analysis of classroom video and mini-disk 
recordings and asked about their thoughts about language use in and out of the classroom. 
Some examples include: “Do you like speaking English in the class? When do you like to and 
when do you not like to?” and “what do you think about the quality of your spoken English?”  
ENGLISH IN THE EFL CLASSROOM: WHY NOT? 
56 
In total eight semi-structured interviews were conducted with the students for approximately 
20 minutes each. For the purpose of analysis all semi-structured interviews were transcribed 
by an assistant in plain text, translated to English by the researcher and revised externally to 
check for accuracy in the translation. The data were sorted according to the most frequently 
occurring responses to the questions asked so as to provide a analysis of an average student. 
The unit of analysis was the interview discourse between the researcher and teacher, and the 
method of analysis was grounded theory developed by (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) and Strauss 
and Corbin (1998).   
 
Question 3.c consisted of identifying the staffs’ and schools’ beliefs, based on an analysis of 
policy documents, at the historical level. A lack of resources, coupled with limited 
accessibility to the teachers’ colleagues’ classrooms rendered it impossible to record, 
transcribe and analyze other teachers’ discourse patterns with the same rigor applied to the 
other research subjects.  Rather, visiting colleagues’ classrooms, that occurred on average 
three times per case study, provided insight into school culture and served to support and 
validate the findings of the more detailed analysis of the teachers and student interviews. 
Finally, we identified the staffs’ and schools’ beliefs by means of characterizing other 
teachers’ classroom discourse patterns according to the attributes of monologue and dialogue, 
and searching school policy documents for explicitly worded views of teaching and learning.  
 
The method used for analysis was based on grounded theory developed by Glaser and Strauss 
(1967) and Strauss and Corbin (1998). We elaborate on the procedure in the following 
section.  
3.5.2 Grounded theory  
Defining grounded theory  
Grounded theory is an approach to conducting qualitative research to build "a theory that was 
derived from data, systematically” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 12). As such, researchers 
begin a study in the general area of interest and allow a theory to emerge from the data.  
Certainly this approach suited our study as the literature search revealed that the area of 
inquiry into the reasons for L1 use within the sociocultural perspective or otherwise, that 
explore and analyze existing classrooms, let alone of secondary school classrooms on a 
longitudinal basis is limited (Freeman & Johnson, 1998). Given the dearth of research into 
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understanding the dynamics of what occurs in the classroom in terms of target language use 
we were unable to draw on previous research. We began research by conducting an initial 
explorative case study without a prior framework in the form of pre-conceived data or coding 
inventories.  
 
Grounded theory provides a manner to handle, organize, analyze and synthesize large 
amounts of data amassed from data collection with the aim of extrapolating the beginning of a 
theory of the relationships between the conditions and phenomena under study. Insight is 
grounded by exploration of the data to allow patterns to emerge through a systematic method 
of coding and categorizing based on the ‘sensitizing concepts’ (Mason, 1998; Strauss & 
Corbin, 1998) that form the basis of the study. In grounded theory research begins without 
pre-coded categories or concepts as insight emerges from the data. As such, sufficient time is 
allocated to ensure that: sufficient data is collected to recognize patterns, in our case of target 
language use, enough time is allotted to undergo initial analysis as data collection and 
analysis occur simultaneously and ample data is collected from which to extract the beginning 
of a theory. The process through which the data were analyzed and categorized was based on 
the work of Strauss and Corbin (1998). By means of interpretation, definitions and attributes 
were derived from the data that were relevant for answering the research questions. The 
interviews with the teachers were analyzed so that the teachers’ teaching practises, in terms of 
target language use, could be related to their beliefs about teaching and learning. 
Analysis 
The procedure of analysis and theory-building entailed three phases: open coding and 
category generating, axial coding and category generating and selective and thematic coding 
and category generating (Fuchs, 2005). We now explain what the phases included and the 
steps we took to do complete each phase. 
 
Open coding refers to the process of discovering, naming and categorizing phenomena by 
organizing it along its properties and dimensions (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). More specifically, 
the process involves making a selection of citations, by means of a line-by-line analysis, from 
all the teacher and student semi-structured interviews (Watzke, 2005) that provided clues as to 
their views about language learning and, in the teacher’s case, teaching. The segments were 
coded, by means of summarizing and condensing the meaning of each segment in a short 
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phrase. Similar codes were combined to form categories to draw preliminary concepts that 
identified reasons why target language was used the way in which it was observed in the 
audio and video recordings. Similar categories were then combined to form and define 
categories. An example of a partial transcript is provided per case study to show how the 
interviews were segmented and coded. The process appears to be linear and straightforward, 
however, the analysis and coding occurred on several occasions as new information or insight 
would demand a re-analysis of the data (Flick, 2002). It was during this time that it became 
apparent to us that the categories revealed information regarding the teachers’ beliefs about 
teaching and learning. 
 
Axial coding is a procedure that involves a more focused approach to open coding with the 
goal of relating subcategories to categories. Subcategories contain properties and dimensions 
and add richness and detail to categories (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Subcategories provide 
answers to the ‘why’ questions of the categories as they establish relationships between 
categories and subcategories (Fuchs, 2005). It was during this time that we discovered that 
beliefs about learning are reflected in the teachers’ beliefs about teaching and that this 
relationship is represented by classroom discourse patterns.  An example of how 
subcategories are generated from the categories is provided per case study. 
 
Finally, selective and thematic coding involves discovering what the central categories are 
and organizing the categories and related sub categories in a coherent explanatory fashion to 
account for the relationships between the three types of categories to explain “what this 
research is all about” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 146). In this process the theory becomes 
refined and categories that are not filled or relevant make way for central categories that are 
recognized in the thematic relationships provided for by the data. An example of how the 
central categories are generated from the categories is provided per case study. Through a 
process of constant comparison and repeated analysis, five times by the researcher and once, 
independently, by one of the supervisors in a form of triangulation (Cohen, Manion, & 
Morrison, 2000; Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983) the categories were reduced to core 
categories. Some of the core categories were named according to concepts borrowed from 
literature on teachers’ beliefs as they contained similar properties (Fuchs, 2005). The core 
categories and related categories and subcategories served as means to understand the 
teacher's, and students', perspectives on target language use and the context of target language 
use in the classroom.  
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Presenting the results   
Applying grounded theory to the interview data resulted in the emergence of core categories, 
categories and sub categories that are interwoven, integrated and related. The categories, that 
represent beliefs about learning and teaching, serve to explain, in the case of the teachers, why 
they use the target language the way they do. In the case of the students the categories, that 
represent beliefs about learning, serve the function of explaining why the students use, or do 
not use, the target language in the classroom. 
 
To explain why the teachers use the target language the way that they do we provide a table, 
or teacher analysis, that illustrates the relationship between the categories, or teachers’ beliefs. 
The teachers’ beliefs about learning are reflected in their beliefs about teaching and teaching 
practices. The beliefs about learning and teaching are, in turn, represented by how the teachers 
use the target language in the classroom.  
 
To describe the reasons why the students use English the way they do the categories, or 
beliefs about learning, are represented in a table, or students’ analysis, according to why they 
speak English in school, or not,  and why they speak English outside the classroom, or not. 
The choice for this manner of organization was made in light of the fact that the students’ 
target language use is related to their beliefs about language learning.  
3.6 Chapter summary 
In this chapter we presented the methodology of the study in light of sociocultural theory. We  
presented the manner in which research was conducted and how the analysis was carried out. 
We now turn to chapter four where we present the first case study. 
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Chapter 4: Case study one – Hank 
4.1 Introduction 
In this chapter we present the initial study. The study aimed at designing a method of data 
collection and analysis to develop initial conceptual categories by means of inductive 
reasoning (Mason, 1998) and refining our research questions for use in the two main case 
studies. The study was conducted in a secondary school classroom to investigate the three 
questions pertaining to the research: the extent to which a teacher uses the target language, 
how the teacher uses the target language and the reasons why the teacher uses the language 
the way he does. These three questions serve to answer the overall question of how does a 
teacher engage, or not engage, his students in target language use. The case study enabled us 
to form the basis of a more refined search in the main study of two additional case studies 
presented in chapters five and six. In this chapter we present the details about the design of 
the study that are particular to this case, the methods used to collect and analyze the data that 
are, again, specific to this case and the conclusions drawn from the case study that lead to the 
carrying out of the case studies reported in chapters five and six. 
 
To provide an overview of the case study to be presented in this chapter we outline the 
organization of the text as follows:  
 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
4.2 DESIGN 
4.2.1 Selection of the teacher 
4.2.2 Research context 
4.2.3 Methods for data collection and analysis 
4.3 FINDINGS 
4.3.1 Question one: To what extent does Hank use the target language?  
• The English department’'s organization of instruction for one semester 
• Features of the textbook 
• Hank's organization of instruction for one class unit 
• Hank's organization of instruction for one day 
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4.3.2 Question two: How does Hank use the target language?  
4.3.3 Question three: Why does Hank use the target language the way he does?  
Teacher 
• Category: Learn by exposure 
• Category: Teach by imparting information 
• Target language use: Lecture 
• Category: Learn language in a sequence 
• Category: Teach language in blocks 
• Target language use: Display questions focused on translation, pronunciation 
and verb conjugation 
• Category: Learn by self-motivation and capability 
• Category: Teach to motivated and capable students 
• Target language use: Referential questions directed at high performing students 
and display questions directed at low performing students 
• Summary of Hank’s beliefs 
The students 
• Category: Speaking is not possible in school 
• Category: Speaking is not necessary at school 
• Category: Speaking is possible outside school 
• Category: Speaking is necessary outside school 
• Summary of students’ beliefs 
Other classes 
4.4 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
4.2 Design 
4.2.1 Selection of the teacher 
As we mentioned in chapter three, finding teachers willing to participate in the study proved 
to be a challenging task. In total, four schools were approached that met the location criteria 
and three of the four principals contacted agreed to meet with the researcher to discuss our 
research. The researcher was introduced to four teachers in the three schools that the 
principals thought might be interested in participating in our research. 
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The first two teachers declined participation in the study. The first teacher gave as a reason 
that his teaching schedule would not allow sufficient time for discussions prior to or following 
some of the lessons, as would be required for the study. The second teacher said that he did 
not speak sufficient English to the students to warrant participating in the study.  
 
The two remaining teachers allowed the researcher into their classrooms to observe their 
teaching. Based on classroom observations the researcher made a selection. The first teacher 
gave her lesson in English but received very little response from the students. The few 
students who responded did so in Dutch. As one of the criteria for participation in the study 
was that both the teacher and students, however little, spoke in the target language, meant that 
the choice lay with the second teacher who was able to engage his students, albeit very little, 
in target language use. In Hank6 we had found a suitable teacher who met the criteria outlined 
in section 3.3.3. He was verbally informed, as were the students in his class, that the study 
was aimed at finding out how spoken English is used in the classroom. 
4.2.2 Research context 
The school selected for the study is located in a middle-sized Dutch city and caters to 
secondary school students of urban working to middle-class parents. The student body 
consists of 1200 pupils and a staff of 101 teachers. The school provides general education to 
prepare the students for University or higher vocational education. 
 
The English staff consists of seven teachers. Hank, our volunteer teacher, is in his mid-forties, 
has 15 years teaching experience as an EFL teacher at the school and is head of the English 
department. Hank's interest in English language and culture began in secondary school and 
guided his choice for studying English at University. He completed a Masters of English at 
the University of Nijmegen and following graduation embarked on the three-month teacher 
training program offered by the English department. Hank's motivations for becoming a 
teacher were his interest in English and his wish to impart knowledge of the language, 
literature and culture to his students. Since his accreditation he has not partaken of in-service 
training. 
 
                                                 
6 Henceforth all names used the dissertation are pseudonyms. 
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Hank volunteered one of his fourth form (HAVO7) classes for the research project. The 
twenty-three 16 year-old students are of Dutch origin.  The students receive two 50-minute 
periods of English per week and had already had three years of English lessons in secondary 
school. We elaborate on the organization of instruction in section 4.3.1. 
4.2.3 Methods for data collection and analysis 
Data collection occurred over a period of four months from January to May 2001. Table 4.1 
illustrates the types and amount of data collection that occurred during the four-month period.  
 
Table 4.1 Data collection procedures 
Data collection 
 
Specification 
 
Number  
 
Duration 
Questions 1 & 2 8 
To what extent does the teacher use the target language in the classroom?  
How does the teacher use the target language in the classroom? 
Video recording At the rear of the 
classroom 
Audio recording Microphone attached to 
the teacher’s lapel 
Field notes Written during the 
lesson 
 
 
20 lessons of 
 
 
50 minutes 
Question 3  
Why does the teacher use the target language the way he does? 
Teacher semi-
structured interviews 
Questions based on 
field notes and analysis 
of video and audio 
recordings 
5 semi-structured 
interviews of 
1 semi-structured 
interview of  
 
20 minutes  
 
90 minutes 
Student semi-
structured interviews 
Questions based on 
field notes and analysis 
of video and audio 
recordings 
In groups of three 
students 
8 semi-structured 
interviews of 
 
20 minutes 
Colleagues’ English 
classes 
Recording the lessons 
was not permitted 
2 lessons of 50 minutes 
Colleagues’ classes Recording the lessons 
was not permitted 
4 lessons of 50 minutes 
 
Instruments for data collection were chosen on the basis of the type of information required to 
answer the three research questions as explained hereafter. 
                                                 
7 HAVO is a five-year long secondary school stream that prepares the students for higher vocational training. 
8 The data collected to answer questions one and two were used to generate the questions asked during the semi-
structured interviews conducted to answer question three. 
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Question one 
Question one is concerned with the extent to which the teacher uses target language in the 
classroom at the microgenetic level (see chapter three for a definition of the genetic levels). 
Data collection consisted of recording all lessons, of which there were 20, on video and on 
mini-disk recorder (a microphone was clipped to Hank's suit lapel). To ascertain the amount 
of English spoken by Hank, a research assistant transcribed all lessons in plain text for 
analysis. All lessons were viewed globally to assess patterns of target language use. From the 
20 lessons, five were selected randomly for further analysis. The five lessons were scrutinized 
for occasions when Hank spoke English. The utterances, which we define based on Bakhtin’s 
work (1981) as presented in chapter three, were counted in general terms and the average 
taken for the five lessons. From the five lessons, one lesson was selected for detailed analysis. 
The lesson was chosen on the basis of being a representative lesson in terms of the activities 
engaged in by Hank and the students and the sequencing of activities and target language used 
by both Hank and the students. The extent of target language use is depicted in the research 
findings by showing a typical sequence of instructional activities in a lesson, identifying the 
language spoken during the activities, and counting how many utterances were made by Hank 
and his students in one selected lesson.  
 
Question two 
Question two, at the microgenetic level, is concerned with how Hank uses the target language. 
At the time of conducting the case study we had not formulated a construct for target 
language use or interaction. It would take the findings of the first case study, supported by 
additional readings, to formulate a construct of interaction which would later be referred to as 
monologue and dialogue. To assess the type of target language use in the initial case study, 
therefore, we applied our existing knowledge of classroom discourse patterns to the five 
lesson transcripts. A cursory glance at the data revealed that Hank’s most frequent use of the 
target language was in the form of asking the students questions. The features of question 
asking were consistent with the research on SL/FL classroom discourse patterns, the IRF 
elaborated on in chapter three. The utterances were classified according to whether the 
questions were display or referential or if statements had been made. Display questions elicit 
information from the students that is already known by the teacher and referential questions 
request information from the students that is unknown to the teacher (Brown, 2001). The type 
of target language use is illustrated in the research findings by classifying the utterances made 
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by Hank and the students in terms of whether the questions were display or referential or if 
statements had been made, and presenting a partial transcript from one of the five lessons.  
 
Question three 
Question three, at the ontogenetic and historical levels, is concerned with the reasons why 
Hank uses the target language the way it is classified in question two. This entailed 
conducting six semi-structured interviews with Hank that occurred either preceding or 
immediately following the lesson. The semi-structured interviews were conducted in Dutch 
for Hank’s convenience and averaged 20 minutes in length with the exception of the final 
interview that was 90 minutes long. Analysis occurred by means of applying grounded theory 
(Strauss & Corbin, 1998) as outlined in chapter three. 
 
Conducting semi-structured interviews with Hank could not adequately explain the reasons 
why he engages in certain target language practices. A teacher does not work in isolation; he 
is influenced by the context, of, in this case, language use by the students. As such, students 
were interviewed to gain insight into their own language use in the classroom. In total eight 
semi-structured interviews were conducted with the students for approximately 20 minutes 
each. Analysis was done by means of applying grounded theory (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) to 
the semi-structured interviews as detailed in chapter three.  
 
To gain a wider scope of target language use and to situate the classroom in the school context 
as well as to support and substantiate our findings we explored the interaction between the 
classroom and the school as the context of language use is created and shaped by the 
environment (Van Lier, 1988). Data collection consisted of taking field notes while visiting 
two other English classes to see if the target language use observed in Hank's class was 
similar to that of other English teachers. In addition, the students were followed for a day of 
classes to see if patterns of target language in Hank’s class were repeated in the L1 in other 
classes. This would provide an indication of the school context in terms of language use.  
Finally, Hank read one of the final versions of the chapter and confirmed that our analysis of 
him and our reported findings are accurate. 
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4.3 Findings 
4.3.1 Question one: To what extent does Hank use the target language?  
To demonstrate the extent of Hank's target language use in the classroom, the first research 
question, we first place the language use in the context of the English staff's organization of 
instruction for one semester, Hank's organization of instruction for one class unit and Hank's 
organization of instruction for one day. 
The English department’s organization of instruction for one semester 
The government guidelines for the secondary school curriculum are not content specific.  As 
such, the teaching staff is responsible for setting the curriculum. Hank is the head of the 
English department and has the role of coordinating the English syllabus. He was responsible 
for purchasing the textbook “Here’s to you” (Ederveen, Roosken, & Strahan, 1998) that is 
used as sole pedagogical material for the fourth form.  
 
At the beginning of the year the teachers agree on which chapters they will cover and design 
the tests that will be administered in the course of the year. The syllabus is geared towards 
preparing the students for the national exams given in the last year of secondary school, the 
fifth form (in this educational stream). The fifth form exam consists primarily of listening and 
reading tests. The school test results account for 50 percent of the students’ grades and the 
government exams account for the remaining 50 percent.  At the school, as in many others, 
the last two years of secondary school are considered critical for preparing students for the 
government exams.   
Features of the textbook 
The choice for the textbook was guided by how the units are organized in terms of the skill 
areas that are deemed most important for the government exams.  As Hank stated, "the 
textbook is designed to cover all elements that students need to be able to master to write the 
exam.  So they need to cover 8 units this year so that they will be ready to cover the remaining 
8 units the following year in preparation for the exams" (teacher interview, 19/04/01). 
 
The textbook consists of 16 units and is intended for two years of school. Each unit 
culminates in a test that is administered in the four classes simultaneously. Coordination 
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among the staff is required to ensure that the pupils have been equally exposed to textbook 
material and are adequately prepared for the test.  Hank says that he always feels "in a rush" 
(teacher interview, 19/06/01) to cover the required material but said that deviating from the 
textbook will only be appropriate once the teachers have "gotten to know" (teacher interview, 
19/06/01) the textbook. 
 
The textbook is organized according to themes and each theme consists of reading, writing, 
pronunciation, grammar and speaking exercises. The number of speaking exercises in the 
textbook is few in comparison with the number of pronunciation, grammar and translation 
exercises. The speaking exercises present in the book are not geared towards real-life topics or 
situations. For example, in one exercise the students are asked to tell their partners which 
activities they like the most from a prepared list. Items on the list included collecting stamps 
and scuba diving, and suggested phrases are "my favourite activity is collecting butterflies" 
and "I find knitting exciting" (Ederveen, Roosken, & Strahan, 1998, p.155). 
 
The classroom lessons are sequenced according to the items presented in the textbook. Hank 
stated that speaking exercises are regularly omitted due to the lack of time and the fact that 
spoken skills are not tested in the fourth form. 
Hank's organization of instruction for one class unit 
Three units of the textbook were covered during the data collection period. Given the 
significant role that the textbook plays in the organization and delivery of instruction we 
provide an overview of a typical unit.  To understand textbook use in terms of the extent of 
target language use we describe the organization of a typical unit entitled "Money, money, 
money".  This unit is chosen for illustration as it represents a microcosm of the entire 
semester.  The unit includes all skill areas of the yearly syllabus such as reading, writing, 
pronunciation and grammar, as well as samples of the kinds of activities the students were 
engaged in such as translation and grammar exercises. Table 4.2 illustrates the activities the 
students were engaged in during the unit.  
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Table 4.2 Students’ unit activities 
Features of textbook: what activities students engaged in during unit “Money, money, 
money”  
Reading texts 
Killing off a saver's bonus 
Survival of the English pub 
Q&A texts 
Factual questions 
Grammar 
Past tenses (translation) 
Writing 
Ending stories with an English saying (multiple choice) 
Vocabulary 
Fill in the blanks (multiple choice) 
Word match (translation) 
Learn words from a list 
Pronunciation 
‘Feed’ versus ‘Feet’, etc 
Speaking 
Translate traffic words 
Give directions (translate and write on paper first) 
 
The test that the students wrote at the end of the unit was similar in style to the exercises 
completed in the textbook. The contents of the test are illustrated in table 4.3.   
 
Table 4.3 Sample unit test 
Reading texts 
Short text comprehension (multiple choice, 9 questions) 
Grammar 
Translation of Dutch sentences to English (5 questions) 
Translation of English words to Dutch (8 questions) 
Translation of Dutch words to English (15 questions) 
Writing 
Write a story ending with a saying (1 question) 
Vocabulary 
Word match from English to Dutch (10 questions) 
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Hank's organization of instruction for one day 
From the unit "Money, money, money" we select one lesson (class video, 21/03/01) to 
illustrate the extent of Hank's target language use. The lesson sequence and language use 
presented in table 4.4 represents the lesson organization that was evidenced in the 20 lessons 
observed and recorded.  
 
Table 4.4 Typical lesson organization (21/03/01) 
Time Activity Medium Language 
10:00 - 10:05 Students settle to 
their desks, Hank 
answers individual 
questions 
Small talk with 
students entering the 
classroom 
Dutch 
10:05 - 10:15 Correct homework 
from textbook 
Whole class English 
10:15 - 10:25 Pronunciation 
exercise in textbook 
Whole class English 
10:25 - 10:32 Answer pre-text 
questions to text in 
textbook 
Whole class English 
10:32 - 10:42 Read text Individual seat work None 
10:42 - 10:50 
 
Answer factual 
questions to text 
Individual seat work None 
 
As depicted in the sequence of activities presented above, Hank speaks English when 
addressing the entire class and this occurs for slightly less than half of the lesson. Of the time 
spent presenting to the class, Hank speaks English when teaching pedagogical material. Focus 
on pedagogical material occurs for approximately three quarters of the lesson. Opportunities 
for Hank to use target language are present for approximately 20 minutes per lesson or 40% 
of the entire lesson. In this lesson, as illustrated in table 4.5, Hank made 76 utterances in 
English and the students, combined, made seven. 
  
Hank teaches in English but explains grammar rules, provides information pertaining to tests 
and manages disciplinary matters in Dutch. He frequently speaks to individual students and 
groups in Dutch and students' questions, answers and comments to Hank and to each other are 
most often accepted in Dutch. Hank also allows the students to do exercises first in Dutch 
before translating the answers into English. Hank does most of the speaking during the 
lessons and a large majority of students only speak (in English) when specifically requested 
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by Hank. Opportunities for target language use by Hank are present and are seized. This leads 
us to the second question, how is the target language used?  
4.3.2 Question two: How does Hank use the target language?  
To assess how the target language is used in the classroom we provide a partial transcript of 
one of the five randomly selected lessons that were analyzed in detail. The chosen lesson 
contains the type of discourse that typified the English lessons observed. The following 
excerpt9 is taken from a pre-reading activity in the textbook.  The students were instructed to 
use the three quotations provided to guess what the article would be about.  After reading the 
article, students were asked to complete a fill-in-the-blanks exercise.   
 
T - “And reading these three quotations, what do you think the text is going to be about?” 
S1 -“A pub.” 
T - “Walter, it says it's about pubs.  Okay. That's easy. Could you add something to that? 
Could you say something more about it then? Dirk-Jan?” 
S2 - “It's about food as well.” 
T - “A pub which serves food. Right. Apart from serving drinks it serves food. Anything else, 
perhaps? For instance, in the final quotation, it says, “more women go to pubs and expect 
high standards. What could that mean to you? Tim? Well, when it says more women go to 
pubs then that is probably something new. It's different from the past because in the past not 
so many women went to pubs. And when more women go to pubs they expect something that 
men don't expect. What do they expect? High standards.”  (class video, 23/03/01) 
 
Setting the above example of target language use against an analysis of the type of discourse 
patterns in English that prevail in the classroom engenders table 4.5. 
 
                                                 
9 Henceforth all excerpts and citations from the teachers are transcribed verbatim, including errors, to maintain 
the authenticity of the participants’ English use. 
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Table 4.5 Typical classroom discourse patterns in English (23/03/01) 
Discourse patterns in English 
Utterance Number of 
occurrences
Type of question Number of 
occurrences 
Display (translation) 29 
Display (answer to homework) 17 
Display (other, i.e. grammar) 21 
Teacher-initiated 
questions 
73 
Display (text-related) 6 
Student-initiated 
questions (asked by 
two students)  
4 Translation 4 
Teacher-initiated 
statement 
3 Explain grammar 3 
Student-initiated 
answer to a homework 
question 
3 Homework 3 
 
The discourse patterns established by Hank feature the following characteristics: 
• A significant disparity between the number of student contributions in relation to the 
number of questions or statements initiated by Hank. 
• A high frequency of display questions and no referential questions. 
• Hank asking the students to contribute to the lesson by means of translating words. 
The words he asks to be translated are at a basic level if one considers the content 
level of the unit tests. 
• A high number of incidents whereby Hank calls on students to answer questions in 
relation to the number of times that students volunteer answers. 
• A low number of student initiations. When the students did contribute to the 
discussion the utterance remained at a factual level as they concerned homework.  
• Student contributions consisting of only a short phrase. 
 
In one lesson, however, target language use differed from the IRF patterns that characterized 
the lessons. Students were given time to prepare answers to the question in the textbook, 
“what would you like to change about yourself?” (class video, 05/04/01). Three students, who 
normally did not utter more than one or two words when called upon, offered extended 
answers. For example, one student said, “I want to eat more healthy, I have too many 
hamburgers” and another added, “I have too big a nose” (class video, 05/04/01). 
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Finally, target language use that diverged from the IRF patterns occurred between Hank and 
four students on a regular basis. The students volunteered information and initiated 
discussions with Hank in English. For example, on one occasion a student asked Hank a 
question about the drinking age in England. The ensuing conversation resulted in the student 
telling the class a story, of 45 seconds, about how he was approached by the police one late 
night after he had been out drinking (class video, 18/04/01).   
 
Having established the type of target language use that Hank maintains in the classroom we 
now turn to the third question, why does Hank sustain the target language practices shown 
and described above? 
4.3.3 Question three: Why does Hank use the target language the way he does? 
To discover the reasons why Hank uses the target language the way he does we explore and 
present how and why Hank, the students and school make up a discourse that is monologic. 
We begin with Hank as he is the object of the study. 
Teacher 
To discover the reasons why Hank uses the target language the way he does we conducted 
semi-structured interviews and analyzed them in connection with the class video. Questions 
for the semi-structured interviews were derived from the field notes taken during class 
observations of target language use and analysis of the classroom audio and video recordings. 
Moreover, as we had the beginnings of a construct of interaction wherein beliefs, in terms of 
language learning and teaching, played a role, questions were derived from the literature on 
teaching and beliefs to reconstruct Hank’s beliefs regarding language learning and teaching. 
 
To illustrate the process of grounded theory used to analyze the data from semi-structured 
interviews to segments, codes, subcategories and categories we provide an example in tables 
4.6 - 4.10.  We begin by listing a sampling of the questions asked during the first semi-
structured interview with Hank. 
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Table 4.6 Types of questions asked during the first semi-structured interview 
Interview questions 
• Why did you decide to become an English teacher? 
• How did you learn to speak English? 
• What were your own secondary school English classes like? 
• How do you think people learn to speak foreign languages? 
• Are there rules governing the use of English or Dutch in your class? 
• What are your expectations of the students’ use of English in the classroom? 
• What do you think about the students’ willingness and ability to speak English in the 
classroom? 
 
To distill beliefs from the semi-structured interviews we highlighted segments from the 
transcripts that revealed an indication of Hank’s beliefs in terms of language learning and 
teaching. An example of a partial transcript is provided in table 4.7. 
 
Table 4.7 Partial transcript of a teacher interview (19/04/01) 
Teacher interview 
T - teacher 
I - interviewer 
 
T - I think that in secondary school that you don’t always have to talk about things that you 
are personally interested in (segment 1), [you can talk about things] that are a level higher 
because it is a broad education [that we offer at school] so you should develop an interest in 
things than you are not already interested in (segment 2). There are new subjects [in 
secondary school] so you should know something about astronomy. Not everyone knows 
much about astronomy but you should know about the planets and where they are in the 
galaxy… you should know a few more facts also when you’re learning English (segment 3). I 
think that you should know a bit about the [English-speaking] countries and people and also 
the political system. Last year with the American elections I told [the students] about it 
because it was so exciting (segment 4)… 
I - How do you prepare your lessons? 
T - I made the program [at the beginning of the semester] so try to stick to it. 
I - Oh yeah, the study guide. 
T - Yeah I make it myself, I made one last year, and know that there are certain activities 
[from the textbook] (segment 5) that I can’t do in the time we have or that they [the activities] 
don’t work, but I try to estimate what we can do in the lesson. It’s a pure estimate and then I 
look, before the lesson, how I will do it. And since Ben [lesson interruption] came in I should 
have done something different but (segment 6), for example, the text that we are now going to 
read, the one about xenotransplantation, yeah, there are some nice introduction vocabulary 
exercises to start the text (segment 7). 
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From the partial transcript above we obtained seven segments. The total analysis of the six 
semi-structured interviews provided a total of 209 segments. All segments were assigned a 
code in the form of a short phrase to capture the essence of the segment’s meaning. In the 
course of the coding procedure the segments that appeared, by repetitive analysis, to not 
present information relevant for answering the research questions were eliminated and some 
segments that were nearly identical in meaning were combined under one code. The coding of 
the segments from the interview transcript is provided in table 4.8. 
 
Table 4.8 Coding of segments of the teacher interview 
Coded segments 
Code 1 - Not necessary to talk about topics of interest to students. (segment 1) 
Code 2 - Topics of discussion should be broader. (segment 2) 
Code 3 - Students should learn about the world. (segment 3) 
Code 4 - Teacher talks about what interests him. (segment 4) 
Code 5 - Textbook drives lessons. (segment 5) 
Code 6 - Textbook drives lessons. (segment 6) 
Code 7 - Teacher begins lesson by imparting information. (segment 7) 
 
From the coding procedure above we obtained seven codes. From the total coding procedure 
150 codes emerged that we sought to reduce to categories. Codes that contained similar 
properties were combined to form subcategories, as shown below. During the process of 
repetitive analysis a number of codes that appeared to not offer information relevant to the 
question were omitted and others that, upon further analysis, offered additional insight were 
added until seventeen subcategories remained. The forming of subcategories of the codes 
from the interview transcript is given in table 4.9. 
 
Table 4.9 Forming subcategories of the codes from the teacher interview 
Subcategories of the codes 
Subcategory 1 - Teacher determines topics of discussion. (codes 1, 4) 
Subcategory 2 - Teacher talks about topics of interest to him. (codes 2, 3, 7) 
Subcategory 3 - Lessons are sequenced according to the textbook. (codes 5, 6) 
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From the forming of subcategories above we derived three subcategories. From the total 
analysis we obtained six categories and seventeen subcategories that revealed Hank’s beliefs 
about language learning and teaching. The process of deriving categories and subcategories 
from the data occurred as the result of an exhaustive process that was marked by frequent 
reinterpretation, revision and re-analysis of the data, discussion with other members of the 
research team and continual review and collection of data in an interactive and cyclical 
style10. The insight generated by the data revealed the emergence of concepts that were 
organized into core categories, categories and subcategories as illustrated in table 4.10.  
 
To describe the reasons why Hank uses English the way he does we navigate through the 
table from left to right. The choice for this presentation of the data was made in light of the 
fact that Hank’s beliefs about learning inform his beliefs, and thus practice of teaching, as 
reflected in his use of the target language English. More specifically, the two core categories, 
that we name using Nystrand et al. (1997)’s concepts of ‘recitation’ and ‘transmission’, 
proved to be central to understanding Hank’s beliefs about learning and teaching. The related 
categories that emerged from the data center on Hank’s beliefs about learning and teaching. 
The data revealed that Hank believes that learning occurs by exposure, a language is learned 
in a sequence and that learning happens by means of self-motivation and capability. Hank’s 
belief about learning is reflected in his belief about teaching that consists of imparting 
information, instructing language in blocks and that only motivated and capable students can 
be taught. In turn, Hank’s beliefs about learning and teaching are represented by his use of 
lecture, directing questions towards translation, pronunciation and verb conjugation and 
display question-asking to low performing students and referential questions directed at high 
achieving students respectively as illustrated in table 4.10. 
 
                                                 
10 The examples of the grounded theory provided are meant to represent the outcomes of analysis and are, by no 
means, intended to elicit the notion that the forming of categories was straightforward or that the emergence of 
core categories, categories or subcategories occurred in a hierarchical or consistent manner. 
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Table 4.10 Hank’s analysis 
 Core category 
  Category 
• Subcategory  
 
 
Belief about learning:  
Recitation 
 
as 
reflected 
in ¨ 
Belief about 
teaching:  
Transmission 
 
as 
repre-
sented 
by ¨ 
Target language use 
in the classroom 
     
Learn by exposure 
 
• Listen to teacher 
• Watch television 
• Look at words 
 
 
 
¨ 
Teach by imparting 
information 
• Provide grammar 
instruction 
• Provide general 
information 
 
 
 
¨ 
Lecture 
    
 Learn language in a 
sequence 
• Memorize 
grammar rules 
• Practice 
pronunciation 
drills 
• Translate words 
 
 
 
 
 
¨ 
Teach language in 
blocks 
 
• Sequence lessons 
according to 
textbook  
• Teach grammar 
• Teach 
pronunciation 
 
 
 
 
 
¨ 
Display questions 
focused on 
translation, 
pronunciation and 
verb conjugation 
    
Learn by self-
motivation and 
capability 
 
• Unwilling students 
do not speak 
• Incapable students 
do not speak 
• Willing students 
speak 
• Capable students 
speak 
Teach to motivated 
and capable students 
 
• Ask capable 
students 
referential 
questions 
• Ask less capable 
students display 
questions 
• Referential 
questions directed 
at high 
performing 
students 
• Display questions 
directed at low 
performing 
students 
 
In the following section we elaborate on Hank’s beliefs about learning and teaching and how 
the beliefs are represented in his target language use in the classroom. We begin in the top left 
corner and present the category ‘learn by exposure’ by elaborating on the subcategories of 
‘listen to teacher’, ‘watch television’ and ‘look at words’. We then explain how Hank’s belief 
about learning is reflected in the category ‘teach by imparting’ by elaborating on the 
subcategories of ‘provide grammar instruction’ and ‘provide general information’. We then 
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give an example of how Hank’s belief about teaching is represented in the target language use 
in the classroom under the title ‘lecture’. We follow the same process for the two additional 
groups of categories and provide a summary of Hank’s beliefs at the end of the section before 
exploring the students’ beliefs about language learning. 
 
First, however, we wish to emphasize that by producing categories and subcategories, and by 
means of applying grounded theory, dominant patterns emerge from the data. This process 
inherently eliminates the nuances that also characterized the target language use. Education is 
a complex phenomenon and in our attempt to reconstruct Hank’s beliefs and those of his class 
we cannot capture the entire dynamic of the observed classroom. We elaborate on this in 
section 7.6.3. 
Category: Learn by exposure 
When asked how learning occurred, Hank’s answers contained elements of exposure or 
assimilation. He talked of learning interesting facts presented by a secondary school teacher 
when he was in school, his son memorizing words from reading subtitles on the television in 
English, learning to speak English “by listening to how it should be said” (teacher interview, 
19/04/01) and words by the students “spending an hour or so looking at them” (teacher 
interview, 04/04/01). He said that fundamental to his learning of English was studying Latin 
in secondary school as this laid the foundation of language learning. He added that if his 
students had taken Latin classes they would be better prepared for learning the English 
grammar rules in his class and would receive higher grades (teacher interview, 23/05/01). The 
activity of learning appeared to be, based on Hank’s comments, void of active use or 
participation by the learners and rather a question of adoption, mimicry or acquisition 
instigated by the teacher, book or media.   
Category: Teach by imparting information 
Hank’s notion of learning by exposure translated into teaching by means of imparting 
information. He stated on numerous occasions that he saw his role as providing information to 
the students by presenting facts. For example, he said that he "tr[ies] to give them [the 
students] extra information" (teacher interview, 19/04/01) by, for example, “about the 
[English-speaking] countries and people and also the political system. Last year with the 
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American elections I told [the students] about it because it was so exciting” (teacher 
interview,19/04/01).  
 
Moreover, at the end of a lesson a student asked Hank what cranberries were. ‘Cranberries’ 
was one of the words presented on a vocabulary list the students were to memorize for 
homework. As there had been insufficient time to look at the list and read the accompanying 
text from where the word was derived, Hank translated the word and launched into a lecture 
of almost two minutes. During the presentation of information Hank explained where 
cranberries are grown and for what they are used. He then translated different cuts and types 
of meat that Americans and the British eat and how they are similar to or differ from those 
consumed by the Dutch. Once the pupils had left the room Hank told the researcher that when 
his secondary school teacher had translated and explained the different types and cuts of meat 
Hank had not been interested in the information. He said that he was glad to have learned that 
information now, however, as he had found it interesting to tell his students (class video, 
12/04/01). As such, Hank had displayed his interest in imparting information to his students, 
as we show in the following section. 
Target language use: Lecture 
Lecture was a standard feature of Hank’s classroom. The excerpt below provides an example 
of Hank’s use of lecture to impart information to the students in English. The transcript is 
taken from a lesson on fashion. The students had completed a textbook exercise where they 
were to discuss, in groups, what a normal person looked like. The students did the exercise in 
Dutch and a class discussion was then to ensue.  Hank asks the students questions but leaves 
no room for them to respond. 
 
T - “What does a normal person look like then these days? It is quite interesting, a quarter of 
an hour ago we were discussing this during the break and we discovered that when you look 
at the United States of America you see that there are so many overweight people in America. 
Is that true, by the way, what do you think?” 
S - “Yes, on television you see a lot of – “ 
T - “But do we see all Americans, or do we see one particular group of American people? So 
is that the norm in America also, that you can be overweight or fat, what do you think? And 
has it always been like this? I mean our community, when you look at people your age you see 
that there aren’t overweight people of your age. Was this always the case? Do you think or is 
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it something that we have these days because we think it is important these days that we look 
good, that we go to Tiga, the exercise, how? Is there anyone who would like to add something 
to this? I mean, of course, that is what you have been doing, you have been concentrating on a 
couple of things…” (class video, 05/04/01) 
Category: Learn language in a sequence 
Hank’s views about how languages are learned indicate that using target language is not 
necessary because language is acquired by learning rules. He said that “the students don't talk 
because they are in a stage of a process. They have to first listen but also learn new words. 
The only way they can do this is by translating. They also need to know the grammar rules” 
(teacher interview, 19/06/01). He felt that teaching words was important, as well as working 
on grammar and pronunciation as these skill areas had been "neglected in the past few years 
by other teachers" (teacher interview, 04/04/01). He also commented on how he regretted the 
introduction of the secondary school reforms11 because he is now “‘not allowed’ to make 
them [the students] write things down and drill. This has led to a decline in the students’ 
English" (teacher interview, 23/03/01).  
 
Hank said that the fact that not much English is spoken in the classroom is inconsequential for 
the students' learning. He said that the students are at the "listening phase of their learning so 
they first need to hear correct English before they can be expected to speak it" (teacher 
interview, 19/06/01) in the future. The students, therefore, need to learn words, grammar and 
correct pronunciation so that when they do start speaking they will have the tools with which 
to express themselves. In addition, he said that talking about the language is more important 
than using it and so it is not relevant if the students "do the exercises with each other in Dutch 
and then translate, they are still busy with the language" (teacher interview, 09/05/01). In 
addition, he stated that "the students learn words at school" (teacher interview, 09/05/01) and 
the speaking component occurs outside of class and it “just comes naturally” (teacher 
interview, 19/06/01). He said that "[the students are] not at a point where they can talk.  
They’re at a listening and translation level now" (teacher interview, 23/03/01) and said that if 
                                                 
11 The school reforms that Hank refers to are the “Tweede fase” (second phase) that comprise, among other 
changes, the focus for teachers to create the opportunity for students to take responsibility in their learning 
(Engelen, 2002). The interpretation of this change among the English staff, and to which Hank refers to in this 
passage, is that the students are no longer given a list of English words to memorize for a test. 
 
CHAPTER 4: CASE STUDY ONE - HANK 
81 
one were to visit the same class the following year it would be remarkable to hear how much 
English the students had learned over the summer holiday (teacher interview, 19/06/01).  
Category: Teach language in blocks 
Hank’s view that language is learned in a sequence of listening to the language and learning 
grammar rules, pronunciation techniques and words by method of translation is reflected in 
his manner of delivering instruction.  He said that he regularly corrected students on their 
pronunciation and word usage and dedicated a large portion of the teaching time to explaining 
grammar rules and analyzing vocabulary words because "I still work hard on getting them 
[the students] to pronounce correctly and won't give it up and say, it doesn't matter, the 
message comes across anyway" (teacher interview, 04/04/01). Hence his practice of correcting 
students' errors and his belief that only after the students have a firm grasp of the language 
concepts will they be able to speak in a spontaneous and correct manner because "the students 
don't really know [the correct pronunciation] so they just guess.  Same with ‘third’ and ‘turd’.  
And so all the teachers want to clamp down on sloppiness and focus more on correct 
pronunciation" (teacher interview, 19/04/01). 
 
Hank’s beliefs about how languages are learned are embedded in how he perceives and 
delivers classroom instruction. He thinks that speaking English is not necessary in the class 
for the students to learn because speaking comes as a product of first learning the linguistic 
basics, which he feels the students lack. He said that “many of [the students] don't even know 
the basics such as the irregular verbs” (teacher interview, 04/04/01) and that their poor 
pronunciation is often due to “pure laziness” (teacher interview, 19/04/01). He thus thinks 
that it is necessary to focus on the form of the language rather than on only the message itself. 
He said that he doesn't want to “give in if the message is clear [but the grammar is incorrect] 
(teacher interview, 04/04/01) and this thought translates into classroom activities that are 
focused on learning grammar rules, practising pronunciation and memorizing vocabulary 
words. To verify whether or not the students have learned the basics taught, Hank ensures that 
all students are called on to provide answers to his questions and homework assignments. 
Further, as Hank believes that the students need to listen to “correctly” (teacher interview, 
19/04/01) spoken English, he assumes control of initiating and sustaining communication in 
the class to ensure that they hear correct English. In addition, the textbook, which is used 
exclusively as pedagogical material, supports Hank's instructional practice by providing 
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exercises that are mostly geared towards completing translation, grammar, reading 
comprehension, vocabulary and pronunciation exercises. 
 
Hank’s perspective on classroom management further promotes his teaching methods. For 
example, after viewing the video of a classroom discussion Hank said that although he 
appeared calm on tape he had felt “constantly busy” (teacher interview, 19/06/01). He 
reported that his sense of feeling busy could be attributed to the fact that he did not know how 
the students would react to an open discussion and he could not know in advance what their 
answers would be. This lesson appeared in stark contrast to the regular classroom fare 
wherein Hank would always come prepared with anecdotes and facts related to the exercises 
they would be doing during the lesson. This amount of control appeared to be important to 
Hank because it helped him to achieve order in the classroom. It further provided 
predictability that allowed Hank to feel relaxed and create a classroom atmosphere of warmth 
and laughter that he believed was more readily achievable when he had a certain element of 
control over classroom events.  
 
Hank’s personal experience learning English corresponds to his theory of how a language is 
learned and his teaching style. This is in line with other research conducted in this area 
(Johnson, 1995). He said that he had learned a great deal of English by learning grammar and 
pronunciation rules in school and by listening to others speak. When he began his teaching 
career, however, he felt nervous about speaking English to the students. To overcome his fear 
he took the initiative of speaking a few sentences in English. The more he spoke, the more 
confidence he gained and the more English he used in the classroom. This experience can be 
traced to his teaching method in that he expects the students to master the grammar rules and 
listen to the language, and once they have accomplished that they will learn to speak by 
practising.   
Target language use: Display questions focused on translation, pronunciation and 
verb conjugation 
Hank’s notion that language is learned in analytical steps is characterized by his focus on 
asking students questions related to translation, pronunciation and verb conjugation as 
evidenced in the excerpt below. The transcript is taken from a textbook pronunciation 
exercise. 
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T - Teacher 
S1 - Student one 
S2 - Student two 
 
T - “Next page, page 122, pronunciation. We are going to distinguish between…[writes on 
board] these two vowel sounds. The ‘ea’ from tea and the ‘eir’ from tear [writes on board] tea 
and tear. Do you hear the difference? Who doesn’t hear the difference? Everybody? Okay. 
Well I’m going to, no I’m not going to read it, you are going to read it. But not altogether. 
Some of you are reading it from left to right, the four words from left to right. Uhm, let me see 
then, Sarah, could you do the first line then?” 
S1 - “Three, beer, weird, near.” 
T  - “You can’t say ‘wired’  because it’s either ‘ea’ or ‘eir’.” 
S2 - “Weird.” 
T -“’ Weird’. Right. What do these words mean? What does ‘weird’ mean? Sarah?” 
S1 -“’Vreemd’”  [Dutch translation]. 
T - “ ‘Vreemd’. Okay. The second line, uhm, Kirsten?” 
S2 -“Seat, feet, clean, clear.” 
T -“Yeah, it’s ‘seat’ then not ‘feet’ because those are the things that you put your shoes on but 
it’s ‘feed’ with a ‘d’ at the end. Feed. Then ‘clean’ and ‘clear’.’Seat’. What’s a seat?” 
S2 - “Een zitplaats.” [Dutch translation] 
T - “Yeah, have a seat. Ok? Maria?” (class video, 23/03/01) 
Category: Learn by self-motivation and capability 
Hank confirmed that English was not spoken frequently in the classroom and explained that it 
was due to the fact that most students cannot, and do not want, to speak English. He gave 
several reasons for this. For example, not much spoken English can be expected from sixteen 
year-olds (teacher interview, 19/06/01), particularly those in this class because previous 
“teachers haven’t taught the basics [grammar, pronunciation and spelling] very well in 
junior high” (teacher interview, 04/04/01) and "students have to take more responsibility and 
they don't” (teacher interview, 23/03/01). He found that many of the students' parents were not 
very communicative in general so the pupils, as a consequence, "don’t speak much even in 
Dutch" (teacher interview, 08/01/01).  He said that most students in the class "will not be 
required to use English for future jobs so they aren’t very motivated to learn" (teacher 
interview, 23/05/01). He said that their lack of motivation was apparent in the fact that few 
students complete their homework on a regular basis, several pupils “hide” from learning 
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(teacher interview, 23/05/01), and that their priority lies in giving the message because they 
"don’t care whether or not the correct form or pronunciation is used" (teacher interview, 
19/06/01) when speaking. Furthermore, because this year is not an oral exam year he said that 
the students "did not want to work on skills on which they would not be graded" (teacher 
interview, 19/06/01). 
 
When asked why English was spoken at all, Hank gave two reasons. He said that he 
sometimes requested that students respond in English when he felt certain that he would "get 
an answer" (teacher interview, 09/05/01). Further, he explained that some students "want to 
speak English" (teacher interview, 18/04/01). He also thought that the students who spoke in 
English did so because the "topic of conversation was interesting for them" (teacher 
interview, 18/04/01). They "felt safe to talk to each other" (teacher interview, 04/04/01) and 
had the confidence to "not be afraid of making mistakes" (teacher interview, 19/04/01).  
English was more apt to be spoken if the students "had a chance to prepare" (teacher 
interview, 04/04/01) and finally, some students "find it easy to speak in English" (teacher 
interview, 23/05/01). Hank maintained, however, that the number of students who participated 
in classroom discussions accounted for only a small minority of the group and that the 
majority of students were not willing or capable to contribute to classroom discussion. We 
explore this topic in the next category. 
Category: Teach to motivated and capable students 
Hank’s beliefs about how languages are learned and taught are reinforced by his expectations 
of the students. He himself learned to speak English by first “learning the rules” (teacher 
interview, 19/04/01) at school and then by practising. He said that this approach would not be 
possible with his students at school because based on his experience students are not capable 
of speaking correctly and further have no wish to engage in conversation. Moreover, he said 
that he doesn't want to “force weak students to speak English much because weak students 
are slow in giving answers. And then there is no time to finish the lesson” (teacher interview, 
09/05/01). He said that he "... [can’t] influence… how much they [the students] participate" 
(teacher interview, 04/04/01) and as such gears his interaction and instruction towards the 
more capable students who show more aptitude and motivation. He said that he "call[s] on 
more strong students because then I know I will get an answer" (teacher interview, 09/05/01). 
How Hank’s beliefs about language learning and teaching are represented in his target 
language use is explored in the following excerpts.  
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Target language use: Referential questions directed at high performing students and 
display questions directed at low performing students 
Hank’s belief that language learning is tied to capability and self-motivation is given shape by 
the way in which he elicits responses from the students. From the class video it was noted that 
Hank consistently asked display questions when addressing most students. However, on a 
couple of occasions Hank asked more capable students more referential questions. The 
excerpt below exemplifies how less capable students received lower order questions that 
require only a word or two for an answer.  
 
Display questions 
 
T - “So I asked you to use your dictionaries. When I ask you to use your dictionaries I also 
expect you to write down the words you don’t know because they can be asked next week [on 
the test]. It’s important that you write down the words you don’t know, okay, Guus knows 
them all you can always ask Guus. Six, Dan.” 
A -“If there are no more clients they go bankrupt.” 
T -“What is bankrupt?” 
A -“Failliet gaan.” [translation] 
T - “Failliet gaan, oke [translation]. What does penniless mean, Marian?  Someone is 
penniless.” 
F -“Weet niet”[don’t know]. (class video, 21/03/01) 
 
Referential questions 
The two examples below give evidence of higher order questions that Hank asked the more 
capable students to answer. The answers required short to long phrases to answer.  
 
T - “Jan?” 
K - “I want to change my bad habits and I want to have more muscles and good eyes.” 
T - “And good eyes, don’t you have good eyes?” 
K - “I have contact lenses.” 
T - “You have contact lenses and what about your habits that you want to change?” 
K - “Stop smoking.” (class video, 05/05/01) 
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In addition,  
T - “Anyone can say what he or she wants to as long as you don’t discriminate or hurt 
anyone’s feelings. Do you make any statements based on their weight? Does anyone do that, 
Dan? You do, I think, sometimes, and what do you do and what do you say?” 
M - “Laugh.” 
T - “That’s your reaction, and what is the reaction of those people then?” 
M - “They get angry.” 
T - “Can you understand why they get angry? Anyone else who makes statements as their 
weight is concerned?” (class video, 05/04/01) 
Summary of Hank’s beliefs 
Hank had been chosen as study subject because, among other criteria, he spoke English to the 
students and the students responded in English. As the research elapsed it became obvious 
that non-IRF patterns of target language use that Hank had with the students was limited to 
four pupils. The other students remained silent, except when they were specifically addressed 
by Hank. The students’ response then entailed only a word or phrase. The students also asked 
questions most frequently in Dutch. The classroom observations thus revealed that although 
Hank spoke English to the students, his language use consisted of lecture and display 
questions to which little interaction with the students, especially in English, emerged. Hank’s 
target language use, therefore, resembled that of SL/FL teachers portrayed in studies 
presented in the literature study of chapter one. Moreover, Hank’s target language use differed 
significantly from the type of language use adhered to by supporters of the communicative 
approach as well as the teaching practices associated with sociocultural theory. 
 
Early in the semester Hank said that his teaching goal was two-fold. First, he wished to 
prepare the students for the final government exam the following year. This he intended doing 
by "covering as many units in the textbook as possible" (teacher interview, 19/04/01) as the 
textbook is geared towards fulfilling the exam requirements. The textbook, therefore, forms 
the backbone of Hank’s teaching. For example, he frequently made comments such as “let's 
stick to the textbook” (class video, 23/05/01) and “we should have done this exercise 
yesterday” (class video, 19/04/01), and when students requested that the remaining fifteen 
minutes of a class be used to discuss a class field trip, in English, Hank declined by saying 
that they “should correct homework” (class video, 16/05/01) instead. 
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Second, Hank wished to introduce British culture and language as well as general world 
knowledge to his students. He planned to accomplish this by sprinkling general facts into his 
lessons because “they need to have knowledge about, for example, the political system in 
England” (teacher interview, 19/06/01).  
 
Scrutinizing the semi-structured interviews with Hank we can conclude that his belief of 
learning is reflected in his theory of teaching and this is represented by his use of the target 
language English in the classroom. For example, Hank’s view that learning occurs through 
exposure to a body of knowledge guides him in his choice of instructional activities. 
Observation of Hank’s target language use confirms that he uses lecture as means of 
conveying information to his students. Further, Hank’s belief that language consists of 
analytical steps that require memorization informs his choice of teaching English in blocks 
and emphasizing pronunciation, grammar and translation skills.  
 
The consequence of Hank’s target language use is that the students, with the exception of a 
few, are not provided with the opportunity or environment to engage in meaningful exchanges 
with Hank or with other classmates. Hank, in turn, interprets the students’ lack of 
participation as an absence of motivation and capability. Hank is successful in reaching his 
goals of covering the required number of textbook units to prepare his students for the 
prescribed government examinations, and to impart general knowledge to his students. Yet he 
is not able to engage his students in meaningful use of the target language English. The 
reasons why the students do not engage in target language use are explored in the following 
section. 
The students 
To discover the reasons why the students use the target language the way they do we 
conducted semi-structured interviews and analyzed them in connection with the classroom 
observations. Questions for the semi-structured interviews were derived from the field notes 
taken during class observations of target language use and analysis of the classroom audio and 
video recordings. Moreover, as we had the beginnings of a construct of interaction wherein 
beliefs, in terms of language learning and teaching, played a role, questions were derived from 
the literature on teaching and beliefs to reconstruct the students’ beliefs regarding language 
learning. 
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To illustrate the process of grounded theory used to analyze the data from semi-structured 
interviews to segments, codes, subcategories and categories we provide an example in tables 
4.11 - 4.15.  We begin by listing a sampling of the questions asked during the first semi-
structured interview with the students in table 4.11. 
 
Table 4.11 Types of questions asked during the semi-structured interviews 
Interview questions 
• Do you like speaking in English? When do you like it and when do you not like it? 
• What is your experience in speaking English? Think of holidays, discussions with 
foreigners, English classes, etc. 
• Do you like speaking in English in class? When do you like it and when do you not like it? 
• Do you like speaking to each other in English in the class? When do you like it and when 
do you not like it? 
• Do you like speaking to the teacher in English in the class? When do you like it and when 
do you not like it? 
• What do you think about the quality of your spoken English? 
 
To distill beliefs from the semi-structured interviews we highlighted segments from the 
transcripts that indicated the students’ beliefs of language learning. An example of a partial 
transcript is provided in table 4.12.  
 
Table 4.12 Partial transcript and segmenting of a translated student interview (16/05/04) 
Student interview 
I - interviewer 
S1 - student one 
S2 - student two 
S3 - student three 
 
I - What kind of experiences have you had with the language?  
S1 - I don’t think that I’ve learned much in the past four years. 
S2 - Well a bit. 
S1 - Well a bit but not much - that I know many more words or anything (segment 1). You 
learn the words for the tests and then you forget them after a half year (segment 2). 
S2 - Yeah, it depends on the words that you learn. Some words you forget immediately. 
S1 - I think I remember five words from the last test we did. 
I - What words do you remember? 
S1 - The words that you come across again or use you remember (segment 3). But the other 
ones. I don’t have the idea that I’ve learned much. It could have something to do with me 
though. 
I - Do you have the idea that you’ve learned a lot this year? 
S2 -Yeah, a bit, but since you’ve been here the teacher has spoken more in English. 
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Student interview 
S1 -Yeah, before then he hardly said anything in English. 
S2 - Yeah. 
S3 - Yeah. 
I - True, but he did say that he’d speak more English to you as the year went by. 
S3 - Yeah, he did say that. 
I - Sometimes you speak more English in the class. When is this? 
S2 - When the teacher says we have to. 
S1 - Or if there’s a topic that we have to discuss. But for normal exercises we just look at 
them in Dutch and then we don’t do them in English. 
I - Why do you do the exercises in Dutch? 
S1 - We have to read texts and sometimes you don’t understand them in English so you have 
to know them in Dutch.  
S3 - This is work to prepare you for the test. So you have to make sure that you understand 
everything in Dutch and that you have all the right answers (segment 4). If you do it in 
English then you make mistakes and you learn your mistakes. I think that we should speak 
more English in the class, be forced to speak more (segment 5). 
I - When you work in groups do you sometimes speak in English? 
S3 - Yeah, but it isn’t always serious. 
S1 - No. If you talk in English to your classmates you still can’t find the words (segment 6) 
and it takes three times longer to do the exercise (segment 7). 
 
From the partial transcript above we obtained seven segments. The total analysis of the eight 
semi-structured interviews provided a total of 189 segments. All segments were assigned a 
code in the form of a short phrase to capture the essence of the segment’s meaning. In the 
course of the coding procedure the segments that appeared irrelevant were eliminated and 
some segments that were nearly identical in meaning were combined under one code. The 
coding of the segments from the partial transcript is given in table 4.13. 
 
Table 4.13 Coding of segments of the student interview 
Coding of segments 
Code 1 - Not learning practical English. (segment 1) 
Code 2 - Learn for the test. (segment 2) 
Code 3 - Remember only the words used – practical. (segment 3) 
Code 4 - Do group exercises in Dutch – correct for test. (segment 4) 
Code 5 - Desire to speak more English. (segment 5) 
Code 6 - Can’t express ideas in English. (segment 6) 
Code 7 - Do exercises in Dutch – faster. (segment 7) 
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From the coding procedure above we derived seven codes. From the total analysis 33 codes 
emerged that we sought to reduce further to categories. Codes that contained similar 
properties were combined to form subcategories, as shown below. During the process of 
repetitive analysis a number of codes that appeared to not offer information relevant to the 
question were omitted and others that upon further analysis offered additional insight were 
added until seventeen subcategories remained. The forming of subcategories from the codes 
of the partial interview transcript is provided in table 4.14. 
 
Table 4.14 Forming subcategories of codes from the student interview 
Forming of subcategories 
Subcategory 1 - Don’t learn practical English at school. (code 1) 
Subcategory 2 - Learn for the test. (codes 2, 4, 7) 
Subcategory 3 - Learn by speaking. (codes 3, 5, 6) 
 
From the process of forming subcategories above three subcategories emerged. From the total 
analysis four categories and eleven subcategories were derived that revealed the students’ 
beliefs about language use and learning. The process of deriving subcategories and categories 
from the data occurred as a result of cross- analysis, review of the data, discussion with other 
members of the research team and continual review and collection of data in an interactive 
and cyclical style. The insight generated by the data revealed the emergence of concepts that 
were organized into core categories, categories and subcategories as illustrated in table 4.15. 
 
To describe the reasons why the students use English the way they do the data are organized  
according to why they do or do not speak English at school and why they do or do not speak 
English outside the classroom. More specifically, two core categories emerged that were key 
to understanding the students’ beliefs of language learning. Namely, that at school the 
students learn for tests. This type of learning would be considered ‘academic learning’ 
whereas outside school the students learn to speak and this would be considered to be 
practical learning or learning to speak by practising speaking.  The choice for this manner of 
organization was made in light of the fact that the students’ target language use is related to 
their beliefs about language learning. In addition, presenting the data in this way shows the 
contrast between in and out of school English language use. Based on these findings we draw 
the conclusion that context plays an important role in shaping views about language learning. 
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The students’ beliefs about language learning appear to be influenced by the context, the 
classroom, in which they speak the target language as presented in table 4.15. 
 
Table 4.15 The students’ analysis 
Core category 
 Category 
• Subcategory 
 
At school students learn for tests - 
academic learning  
Outside school students learn to speak - 
practical learning or learn to speak by 
speaking 
Speaking is not possible at school 
 
• Quality of English is grade dependent 
• Fear of making mistakes 
Speaking is possible outside school 
 
• Quality of English is conversation 
dependent  
• Focus on meaning 
Speaking is not necessary at school 
  
• Dutch is accepted 
• Assignments not conducive to speaking 
• Don’t learn practical English  
• Learn for the test (speaking is not graded) 
Speaking is necessary outside school 
 
• For enjoyment  
• For communicating with foreigners  
• To learn a language 
 
In the following section we elaborate on the students’ beliefs about learning. We begin in the 
top left corner and present the category ‘speaking is not possible at school’ by elaborating on 
the subcategories of ‘quality of English is grade dependent’ and ‘fear of making mistakes’. 
We then explain the category ‘speaking is not necessary at school’ by describing the 
subcategories. We follow the same process for the two additional groups of categories of 
outside school use of spoken English and conclude this section by providing a summary of the 
students’ beliefs.  
Category: Speaking is not possible at school 
In the semi-structured interviews many students claimed that their English was poor due to 
the fact that they did not perform well on tests. The students said their low grades proved that 
they “can’t learn English” (interview with Dan, 16/05/01). Many lamented the fact that they 
"don’t understand the grammar rules or exercises" (interview with Maria, 16/05/01), could 
not learn or remember the words they had been taught and could not follow the texts that they 
read in class. Several students said that correct pronunciation escaped them and that despite 
repeated grammar instruction they could not retain the language rules for tests. Even though 
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the students said that Hank did not always correct errors they feared "making mistakes in front 
of the teacher and the students and being laughed at" (interview with Dan, 16/05/01) by their 
peers. Most students said that they were "too shy to speak" (interview with Joan, 30/05/01) 
and could not “speak in class, you have to speak good English” (interview with Kirsten, 
30/05/01). As a result of this, they admitted that they “clam up” (interview with Kirsten, 
30/05/01) when required to speak in front of the class and "can’t find the words" (interview 
with Carl, 16/05/01) or construct a correct sentence. They said that “speaking in class is hard 
because you’re under pressure to speak good English” (interview with Joan, 30/05/01) and, 
consequently refrained from participating in class.  
Category: Speaking is not necessary at school 
Many students said that there was no reason to speak in class. They said that they were "not 
graded on their spoken skills" (interview with Ferry, 16/05/01) and Hank accepted Dutch. 
They therefore saw no reason to “'force' themselves to speak English” (interview with Dirk-
Jan, 19/04/01) unless "you have to" (interview with Carl, 16/05/01) because it was "faster and 
easier" (interview with Maria 16/05/01) to conduct conversations, ask questions and do pair 
and group work in Dutch. Furthermore, several students said that the tasks they did in English 
class were "not speaking oriented" (interview with Carl, 16/05/01) so they saw no reason to 
do them in English.  
 
The students reported that when Hank insisted that they speak in English they only needed 
“to make short sentences” (interview with Maria, 16/05/01). They said that the purpose of the 
subject English was to “learn words and grammar” (interview with Guus, 12/04/01) but the 
“words you learn aren’t the words you need” (interview with Sarah, 19/04/01). Speaking in 
English was thus considered unnecessary for the academic learning that occurred at school 
because, as one student said, “you don’t have to speak to get a good grade” (interview with 
Jan, 19/04/01). 
Category: Speaking is possible outside school 
The same students who claimed that they could not learn English, however, reported that their 
field trip that year to London had been a success. They said that while visiting their host 
family they were not fearful of making mistakes and were able to conduct conversations in 
English. They attributed this to the fact that foreigners are generally "impressed by the amount 
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of English spoken by Dutch people" (interview with Dan, 16/05/01) and that they can focus on 
what they are saying "rather than on the grammar and pronunciation" (interview with 
Kirsten, 30/05/01). All but one student stated that they enjoy speaking English because they 
"can have conversations with foreigners on holidays" (interview with Ferry, 16/05/01) and 
“it’s easier to speak out of class because you don’t get corrected” (interview with Tim, 
19/04/01) and can neglect the aspect of correct “grammar when I’m talking [and can think] 
about what I’m saying” (interview with Jan, 19/04/01). 
Category: Speaking is necessary outside school 
Although the students reported that speaking English in class was not necessary for their 
academic learning, they placed a premium on spoken English for use outside the classroom. 
They said that learning to speak occurs “outside the school” (interview with Ferry, 16/05/01) 
while on "vacation outside the country, listening to English music and watching English 
television programs" (interview with Dirk-Jan, 19/04/01). This sentiment was shared by all 
students as they gave comments such as “if you want to learn a language you have to speak 
it” (interview with Kirsten, 30/05/01), if you only learn words and never use them then that 
doesn’t help at all” (interview with Marion, 12/04/01), “I don’t know if I’ve learned a lot this 
year because I never speak English” (interview with Carl, 16/05/01) and “it would be better if 
I spoke a bit of it [English] every day” (interview with Jan, 19/04/01). 
 
Speaking English outside school was also considered being enjoyable and relevant. The 
students stated that “you can have good contact in English [with foreigners]” (interview with 
Guus, 12/04/01) and that “it’s fun to have a lot of conversations with [foreigners]” (interview 
with Dan, 16/05/01). Finally, students felt that speaking English might have future benefits 
because “it’s a world language” (interview with Dirk-Jan, 19/04/01). 
Summary of students’ beliefs  
Classroom data showed that interaction, beyond the IRF sequence, occurred only between 
Hank and four students. The remaining 19 students made utterances only when specifically 
requested by Hank. The students initiated questions most frequently in Dutch, and if Hank did 
not emphasize that answers needed to be given in English the students opted for Dutch. 
Interviews aimed at gaining insight into the students’ beliefs about language learning and use 
revealed the reasons why students speak outside the class and not in the class. The students’ 
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beliefs about how language learning occurs has an impact on their use of English both inside 
and outside the classroom and the students’ beliefs are given shape by the context of target 
language use established by Hank. Hank’s use of the target language is further reinforced by 
school-wide teaching practices that we present in the following section.  
Other classes  
Similar patterns of target language use were observed in two other English classes visited. 
The teachers initiated most, if not all, exchanges with the students, and responses from the 
students consisted of single words or short phrases. The teachers’ organization of instruction 
resembled that of Hank’s classroom as they followed the exercises in the textbook and 
focused their instruction on grammar and pronunciation.  
 
In addition, Hank’s students were followed for a day of classes to observe the exchanges that 
occurred in other subject areas. Field notes from Dutch, German, Social Sciences and History 
classes revealed that the interaction in other settings did not differ from those in the English 
classes. The organization of instruction remained the same; the teachers read from textbooks 
and the students worked alone or in pairs on assignments from the book. The interaction 
between the teachers and students consisted of the teacher asking closed display questions and 
the students responding in short phrases. The exception to this pattern was provided by the 
same four students who initiated discussion in Hank’s English class. They asked the teachers 
questions and gave answers without being called on.  
 
One of the questions asked during the interview with the students was whether they speak in 
classes other than English. The resonating reply to the question was that they were not 
stimulated “to speak in other classes either” (interview with Carl, 16/05/01). They thought 
that active participation in class was not necessary, or even expected of them.  The fact that 
students did not feel encouraged to speak during classes in other school subjects indicates that 
a similarity exists between Hank’s teaching practices and those of some of his colleagues. 
This similarity in teaching practices among the staff suggests that the teachers share 
comparable beliefs about learning and teaching that are expressed in their use of target 
language, or in the case of the other teachers, use of language. The area of staff beliefs, in 
terms of discourse patterns, and school beliefs, in terms of specific references to beliefs about 
learning and teaching in school policy documentation, are explored in chapters five and six.   
CHAPTER 4: CASE STUDY ONE - HANK 
95 
4.4 Chapter summary 
In this case study we have examined the extent of Hank’s target language use, how Hank uses 
the target language and the reasons why Hank uses the target language in the manner he does. 
In answer to question one, by means of classroom observations, we discovered that Hank uses 
the target language for approximately 40% of the lesson. Analyzing the target language use to 
answer question two revealed that IRF sequences dominated the discourse.  By means of 
semi-structured interviews we were able to construct the context of target language use in the 
classroom as established by Hank to answer question three. To move beyond description and 
analysis to interpretation of classroom events, the data were reduced, by means of grounded 
theory, to identify underlying concepts or categories that reveal why Hank uses the target 
language the way in which he does in the classroom. We tied Hank’s analysis to that of the 
students as well as the field notes we had of Hank’s colleagues. This step led to the 
conclusion that Hank’s beliefs about how languages are learned and how they should be 
taught have a prominent influence on his use of the target language.  His beliefs are 
complemented by the students’ beliefs about language learning and the other teachers’ 
teaching practices. 
 
Hank, by establishing IRF patterns of target language use in the classroom, is able to achieve 
his dual goal of covering the number of units in the textbook as agreed upon by the English 
staff and expanding his students’ general body of knowledge. Hank believes that target 
language use is not a requirement for learning because language is a system of rules that 
requires memorization and application. His perspective on second language learning is based 
on analysis of the language. As a result, he thinks that target language use is not required to 
achieve his goals in the classroom. Hank’s beliefs about education reflect the findings from 
the literature review in chapter one that teacher-centred classrooms prevail in foreign 
language educational settings in the Netherlands.  
 
Hank’s teaching goals represent beliefs about teaching and learning that are shared by the 
English staff. The teaching staff predominantly uses a textbook that adheres to similar beliefs 
about learning and teaching as evidenced by the number of translation and pronunciation 
exercises relative to the number of activities that promote authentic language use and 
students’ existing schema. Further, the textbook aims to prepare the students for tests that 
largely test students’ factual body of knowledge. In turn, the students’ beliefs about learning 
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coincide with their expectations of classroom activities as evidenced by their target language 
and L1 use in other subject areas. The students’ view that they cannot speak English in the 
classroom is tied to their academic results. Low grades are related to their low confidence and 
reinforced by their expectation that correct English is more valuable than the content of what 
they have to say, even if this is not explicitly stated by Hank. As such, Hank’s language use is 
complemented by the students’ beliefs and related to the staff’s teaching practices about 
effective teaching and learning. All factors serve to enable Hank to reach his goals and to 
foster patterns of target language use that support and perpetuate a classroom environment 
that does not engage the students in target language use. 
  
Based on the data, the greatest hindrance to creating opportunities for target language use in 
the classroom appears to lie in Hank’s beliefs about what a language is, how it is learned and 
how language, or rather the school subject English, should be learned and taught. His belief 
that a language is learned in an analytical way is reflected in the patterns of target language 
use in the classroom.  The data thus provide us with some understanding of the problem of 
realizing target language use in one classroom. This, in turn, can help orient thinking towards 
some of the reasons why target language use does not happen. To gain a wider scope of the 
context of target language use in the FL classroom, therefore, similar research in other 
classrooms is necessary. Moreover, our research findings point to the critical role played by 
teachers' beliefs play in determining the type of discourse patterns that are promoted in the 
classroom. This is the point of departure for the case studies reported in chapters five and six.  
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Chapter 5: Case study two - Henry  
5.1 Introduction 
From the conclusions of the study reported in chapter four we gained insight that pointed to 
the notion that a teacher’s type of target language use is a reflection of his beliefs about how 
languages are learned and how they need to be taught. The findings have been used as a lens, 
by means of categories, through which the case study reported in this chapter is viewed. In 
addition, analysis from the initial study pointed to the need to expand on the conceptual 
framework. From this we obtained a construct for analyzing interaction which we borrow 
from Dysthe (1993), as inspired by Nystrand et al. (1997) and call ‘monologue’ and 
‘dialogue’, as discussed in chapter two. Finally, we use the understanding gained, as well as 
the method of analysis developed from the initial study to examine another classroom in the 
same manner to probe for answers to the three questions: To what extent does the teacher use 
the target language? Is the target language use monologic or dialogic? And what is the 
relationship between the teacher’s, students’ and school’s beliefs and the discourse patterns 
established by the teacher? More specifically, in this chapter we present the design of the 
study, the methods employed to collect and analyze the data, the findings and conclusions. 
 
To provide an overview of the case study to be presented in this chapter we outline the 
organization of the text as follows:  
 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
5.2 DESIGN 
5.2.1 Selection of the teacher 
5.2.2 Research context 
5.2.3 Methods for data collection and analysis 
5.3 FINDINGS 
5.3.1 Question one: To what extent does Henry use the target language?  
• The English department’s organization of instruction for one semester 
• Henry’s organization of instruction for the poetry unit 
5.3.2 Question two: Is the target language use monologic or dialogic?  
ENGLISH IN THE EFL CLASSROOM: WHY NOT? 
98 
5.3.3 Question three: What is the relationship between the teacher’s, students’ and 
school’s beliefs and the discourse patterns established by Henry?  
Teacher 
• Category:  Learn by self- motivation 
• Category: Teach to motivated students 
• Monologic discourse patterns: Display questions directed at interested students 
• Category: Learn facts by being tested at school 
• Category: Teach to the test 
• Monologic discourse patterns: Present features of the test 
• Category: Learn skills by reinforcement outside the school 
• Category:  Do not teach skills 
• Summary of Henry’s beliefs 
The students 
• Category:  Speaking is not possible in this class 
• Category: Speaking is necessary for learning at school 
• Category: Speaking is necessary outside school 
• Category: Speaking is necessary outside school to practice 
• Summary of students’ beliefs 
Other classes and school 
5.4 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
5.2 Design 
5.2.1 Selection of the teacher 
To find an eligible teacher to participate in the study the researcher approached a school that 
fit the criteria of location. The principal agreed to meet with the researcher to discuss the 
research project. Two English teachers expressed interest in the study but only one had a 
timetable that corresponded to the researcher’s schedule. The interested teacher invited the 
researcher into his classroom to observe a lesson. The teacher and his students met the 
requirements for participating in the research as outlined in section 3.3.3 and thus we had 
found, in Henry, a suitable candidate for the study. As in the first case study Henry and his 
students were verbally informed that the purpose of the research was to explore the use of 
English in the classroom. 
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5.2.2 Research context 
The school selected for study is located in a middle-sized Dutch city and is attended by 
middle class students. The student body consists of 1800 pupils and 131 teaching staff 
including thirteen English teachers. The school provides general education to prepare the 
students for higher vocational training or University education. 
 
Henry, the teacher, has taught for twelve years at a nearby secondary school and two years at 
the present school. Henry’s interest in poetry and literature was cultivated in secondary school 
and influenced his choice of study at University. He obtained a Master’s degree in English at 
the University of Nijmegen and then immediately followed the teacher certification program 
offered by the English department. Henry's motivation for becoming a teacher was that "it 
wasn't so much that I wanted to become a teacher, but it was more, what can you do with [a 
Master’s] English?... [and this way I] could continue working with poetry" (teacher 
interview, 01/02/02). Since graduation Henry has not taken part in in-service or other type of 
training. 
 
The classroom that Henry volunteered for the study consisted of twenty-one 17 year-old 
students in their final year (6VWO12) of secondary school. The students had high academic 
standing and had all been accepted at University for the following year.  The students 
received English lessons twice a week for fifty minutes and had already had four years of 
English study in secondary school. We elaborate on the context of instruction in section 5.3.1. 
 
5.2.3 Methods for data collection and analysis 
Data collection occurred over a period of four months from January to May 2002. The 
methods for data collection and analysis were similar to those used for the first study. 
Differences are explained and justified in this section. Table 5.1 illustrates the types and 
amount of data collection that occurred during the four-month period.  
 
                                                 
12 VWO is a six-year long secondary school stream that prepares the students for University. 
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Table 5.1 Data collection procedures 
 
Data collection 
 
Specification 
 
Number  
 
Duration 
Questions 1 & 2 
To what extent does the teacher use the target language in the classroom? 
Is the target language use monologic or dialogic? 
 
Video recording 
 
At the rear of the 
classroom 
Audio recording Microphone attached 
to the teacher’s lapel 
Field notes Written during the 
lesson 
 
 
 
 
15 lessons of 
 
 
 
 
 
50 minutes 
 
Question 3 
What is the relationship between the teacher’s, students’ and school’s beliefs and the 
discourse patterns established by the teacher? 
Teacher semi-
structured interviews 
Questions based on 
field notes and 
analysis of video and 
audio recordings 
3 semi-structured 
interviews of     
2 semi-structured 
interviews of  
15 minutes  
 
60 minutes 
Student semi-
structured interviews 
Questions based on 
field notes and 
analysis of video and 
audio recordings 
In groups of three 
students 
7 semi-structured 
interviews of 
20 minutes 
Colleagues’ English 
classes 
Recording the lesson 
was not permitted 
1 lesson of 50 minutes 
Henry’s other English 
classes 
Recording the lessons 
was not permitted 
2 lessons of  50 minutes 
Colleagues’ classes Recording the lesson 
was not permitted 
1 lesson of 50 minutes 
 
Instruments for data collection were chosen on the basis of the type of information required to 
answer the three research questions as explained below. 
 
Question one 
Question one is concerned with the extent to which Henry uses the target language in the 
classroom at the microgenetic level (see chapter three for a definition of the genetic levels). 
Data collection to answer the first question consisted of recording all lessons, of which there 
were 15, on video and on mini-disk recorder (a microphone was clipped to Henry's suit lapel). 
To ascertain the amount of English spoken by Henry, a research assistant transcribed all 
lessons that contained spoken English in plain text for analysis. All lessons were viewed 
globally to assess patterns of target language use. From the 15 lessons, four were selected on 
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the basis that they were the only lessons where spoken English took place. The four lessons 
were scrutinized for occasions when Henry spoke English. The utterances, which we define 
based on Bakhtin’s work (1986) as presented in chapter three, were counted and the average 
taken for the four lessons. From the four lessons, one lesson was selected for detailed 
analysis. The lesson was chosen on the basis of being a representative lesson of the poetry 
unit in terms of the activities engaged in by Henry and the students and the sequencing of 
activities and target language used by both Henry and the students. The extent of target 
language use is depicted in the research findings by showing a typical sequence of 
instructional activities in a poetry lesson, identifying the language spoken during the 
activities, and counting how many utterances were made by Henry and his students in one 
selected lesson.  
 
Question two 
Question two, also at the microgenetic level, is concerned with whether the target language 
use is characterized as being monologic or dialogic. Nystrand et al. (1997) borrow from 
Gutierrez (1993) her definition of what constitutes ‘monologic recitation’ and ‘responsive-
collaborative script’ and we apply the properties of both respectively to the data for analysis, 
as presented in chapter two. The type of discourse patterns that emerge from the data are 
illustrated in the research findings by classifying the utterances made by Henry and the 
students in terms of whether the discourse patterns are monologic or dialogic and presenting a 
partial transcript from one of the four lessons.  
 
Question three 
Question three, at the ontogenetic and historical levels, is concerned with identifying the 
relationship between the teacher’s, students’ and school’s beliefs and the discourse patterns 
established by the teacher.  Answering this question involved conducting five semi-structured 
interviews immediately before or following lessons in addition to two more interviews of 60 
minutes. We chose two interviews of one hour instead of one interview of 90 minutes, as done 
in the first case study. First, as we were looking specifically at beliefs in terms of language 
learning and teaching we had a number of questions, such as “how do you think students learn 
to speak English?” that could be asked early on in the data collection process to orient our 
thinking. Second, as we gained experience in segmenting and coding we were able to form 
preliminary categories early on in data collection and analysis. The second semi-structured 
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interview thus permitted us to verify our interpretation of the data during the process of data 
collection.  
 
To place Henry’s beliefs in the context of the school, two of Henry’s other classes were 
observed as well as another English lesson and a Geography class, both given by colleagues. 
Further, school documentation was collected to identify underlying beliefs. Henry read one of 
the final versions of the chapter and confirmed that our analysis and our reported findings are 
accurate. 
5.3 Findings 
5.3.1 Question one: To what extent does Henry use the target language? 
To demonstrate the extent of Henry’s target language use in the classroom, the first research 
question, we first place the language use in the context of the English staff’s organization of 
instruction for one semester and Henry’s organization of instruction.  
 
The English department’s organization of instruction for one semester 
The government guidelines for the secondary school curriculum are not content specific. 
However, in the graduating year the students write centrally issued exams that account for 
fifty percent of the students’ leaving grade. The remaining fifty percent of the grade consists 
of class tests and assignments. As such, the curriculum is centred on preparing the students 
for the exam. The government exams are focused on testing mainly reading and listening 
skills. 
 
In preparation for the government exam the English staff organizes instruction according to 
the skill areas that will be tested. When data collection began the students were completing 
the literature component that culminated in a class test. The class literature test was written by 
staff members and administered by all English teachers simultaneously. The rest of the school 
year was devoted to preparing for the listening section of the exam.  
 
The English department uses the textbook “Here’s to you” (Ederveen, Roosken, & Strahan, 
1998) but not exclusively in the graduating year as the bulk of the lesson time is focused on 
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preparing for the government exams. This is mostly done by means of teachers issuing tests 
from previous years or bringing in their own material. For example, Henry had videotaped a 
program from the BBC and had composed related questions for use in the listening portion of 
the year’s syllabus. Henry had also compiled a booklet of poetry used by the entire English 
staff that he used in the first four lessons of data collection. 
Henry’s organization of instruction for the poetry unit 
During data collection four lessons concluded a poetry unit that culminated in a staff written 
test that was given during one lesson. Of the remaining 10 lessons, four consisted of practice 
listening tests, four lessons were spent on doing ‘catch-up’ work such as finishing book 
reviews, one was a test on a book the students had read and one lesson was dedicated to 
reviewing the reading test.  
 
From the four lessons of the poetry unit we select one lesson to illustrate the extent of Henry’s 
target language use. The selection is made from these lessons as in the other 11 lessons only 
Dutch was spoken. The lesson sequence and language use presented in table 5.2 represents the 
lesson organization that was evidenced in the four lessons observed. 
 
Table 5.2 Typical lesson organization for four lessons 
Time Activity Medium Language 
11:20 -11:25 Students settle to 
their desks, Henry 
answers individual 
questions 
Small talk with 
students entering the 
classroom 
Dutch 
11:25 - 12:00 Review poetry 
homework in 
preparation for the 
test  
Whole class English 
12:00 - 12:10  Students review 
poetry  
Individual seat work -  
 
As depicted in the sequence of activities presented in table 5.2, Henry speaks English when 
addressing the entire class and this occurs for most of the lesson. Of the time spent presenting 
to the class, Henry speaks English when teaching pedagogical material, establishing order and 
explaining homework. Opportunities for Henry to use the target language are present for 
approximately 35 minutes per lesson or 70% of the entire lesson. In this lesson, as illustrated 
on table 5.3, Henry made 96 utterances in English and the students, combined, made 29.  
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Although Henry used the target language for a great portion of the lesson, the lessons depicted 
above are not representative of his general use of the target language. When asked why he 
does not use the target language in the other parts of the year he explained that speaking 
English was not necessary as the students had completed the spoken component of the 
curriculum (teacher interview, 31/01/02). English was spoken during the literature and poetry 
unit, however, as the texts were in English. 
 
We observed that Henry speaks English only during literature lessons. Yet the criteria had 
been that some target language use occurred between the teacher and students and the lesson 
depicted above shows that this is what happens. The fact that Henry said that speaking in 
English was only necessary for studying literature told us a great deal about how he views 
teaching and learning. This proved to be worthy of further exploration. Thus we decided to 
continue observing and recording lessons to acquaint ourselves with the school, teachers and 
students, observe other teachers in their classrooms, observe Henry teaching other classes and 
reconstruct Henry’s beliefs about language learning and teaching by conducting semi-
structured interviews before and following the lessons. The first step in this process entailed 
verifying whether the target language use was representative of Henry’s general discourse 
patterns in other classes. Two other of his classes were observed and compared against the 
organization of the lesson as depicted in table 5.2.  
 
The first lesson observed was a fifth form or 5VWO class. The students were to present their 
oral presentations for their speaking grade. Four students presented their topics in English 
while the audience took notes (they were to hand in a written summary of the presentations). 
At the end of each presentation questions were to be asked from the audience. Two questions 
were asked following each presentation and engendered answers of one or two words. 
Henry’s use of English consisted of him giving comments such as “thank you, [presentation] 
number four Elise” following the presentations. The lesson was introduced and concluded in 
Dutch (class observations, 30/01/02). 
 
The second lesson observed was a fourth form or 4VWO class. The lesson was focused on 
examining the differences between adjectives and adverbs. After going over the class 
schedule for the coming couple of weeks Henry presented the grammar rules to the class. He 
began by giving a couple of example sentences in English then switched to Dutch for the 
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remainder of the lesson. For the last 15 minutes the students began to work on their 
homework assignment (class observations, 01/02/02). 
 
Based on the findings of Henry’s target language use we conclude that the extent of his target 
language use is limited to mostly lessons on literature and poetry. The literature and poetry 
component of the syllabus accounts for approximately 5 weeks of the school year. Given this 
information we now move to the second research question, is the target language use 
monologic or dialogic?  
5.3.2 Question two: Is the target language use monologic or dialogic? 
To assess how the target language is used in the classroom we provide a partial transcript of 
one of the four lessons in which the target language was used. The chosen lesson contains the 
type of discourse that typified the English use in the classes observed.  
 
The following excerpt is taken from a review lesson in preparation for a poetry test. The 
students had previously been exposed to the poem and had been assigned homework 
questions.  The purpose of this lesson was to correct the questions to ensure that the students 
were prepared for the upcoming test. The sample below provides the patterns of discourse 
noted. To situate the context we first provide a copy of the poem. 
 
Squaring up (by Roger McGough) 
 
When I was thirteen and crimping my first quiff 
Dad bought me a pair of boxing-gloves 
In the hope that I would aspire to the Noble Art. 
 
But I knew my limitations from the start: 
Myopia, cowardice and the will to come second. 
But I feigned enthusiasm for his sake. 
 
Straight after tea, every night for a week 
We would go a few rounds in the yard. 
Sleeves rolled-up, collarless and gloveless 
 
ENGLISH IN THE EFL CLASSROOM: WHY NOT? 
106 
He would bob and weave and leave me helpless. 
Uppercuts would tap me on the chin 
Left hooks muss my hair, haymakers tickle my ear. 
 
Without glasses, only one thing was clear: 
The fact that I was hopeless. He had a son 
Who couldn’t square up. So we came to blows. 
 
Losing patience, he caught me on the nose. 
I bled obligingly. A sop. A sacrifice. 
Mum threw in the towel and I quit the ring. 
 
But when the bell goes each birthday I still feel the sting 
Not of pain, but of regret. You said you were sorry 
And you were. I didn’t. And I wasn’t.  
 
T - "Is there anyone who can say something about the father? Is there any standard you can 
point out, any words that make you think the father is really serious in his performance? Is he 
really serious in trying to teach his son to box? Maria?" 
S1 - "I think he is very serious." 
T - "Is there any line or sentence in the text that proves that?" 
S1 - [she quotes] ‘"in the hope that I would aspire to –‘" 
T - "So he hopes it." 
T - "Do you think he's an expert, the father?  Or does he know anything about boxing?  Or the 
technique? Martin?" 
S2 - "I think so." 
T - "How can you tell?" 
S2 - "Because he teaches him." 
T - "In what line does he teach him? In line eight it says ‘we would go outside for a round’.  It 
doesn't mean that the father knows what to do. Ron? Where does the father shows some 
technique?" 
S3 - "Uppercuts." 
T - "Good."  (class video, 17/01/02) 
 
Setting the above example of target language use against an analysis of the type of discourse 
patterns in English that prevail in the classroom engenders table 5.3. 
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Table 5.3 Classroom discourse patterns in English 
Utterance Number of occurrences Topic 
Teacher-initiated question 96 Display questions about poetry 
Teacher-initiated statement 25 
Comments about poetry, 
comments about 
homework 
Student-initiated question (in Dutch) 2 Questions about homework 
Student-initiated statement 2 Comments regarding a poem 
Student-initiated response 26 Answers to display questions about poetry 
 
The sample discourse is characterized by factors associated with monologic discourse as 
defined by Gutierrez (1993) and features the following traits:  
• A significant difference between the number of utterances made by Henry in 
comparison to the number made by the students. 
• A high number of display questions asked by Henry, none of which are referential. 
• A high frequency of calls on students for answers to questions and a low number of 
student volunteers. 
• A low number of student-initiated statements or questions. The ones that were made 
remained at a factual level as they concerned topics such as homework. 
• The responses provided by students do not lead to further discussion and it appears 
that Henry intends the students to provide the answers that he expects from his 
interpretations of the poems. 
• The answers provided by the students consist of only one or a few couple of words 
and the only students who participate are those who have been called on by Henry. 
 
Having established the type of target language use that Henry maintains in the classroom we 
now turn to the third question, what is the relationship between the teacher’s, students’ and 
school’s beliefs and the discourse patterns established by the teacher? 
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5.3.3 Question three: What is the relationship between the teacher’s, students’ and 
school’s13 beliefs and the discourse patterns established by Henry? 
To determine the relationship between Henry’s, the students’ and schools’ beliefs and the 
discourse patterns established in the classroom we reconstruct Henry’s beliefs about language 
learning and teaching. In the following section we explore and present how and why Henry, 
the students and the school make up a discourse that is monologic. We begin with Henry as he 
is the object of the study.  
Teacher 
To discover the reasons why Henry’s target language use is monologic we conducted semi-
structured interviews and analyzed them in connection with the classroom observations to 
discover his underlying beliefs about teaching and language learning. Questions for the semi-
structured interviews were derived from the questions asked in the first study, field notes 
taken during class observations of target language use and analysis of the classroom audio and 
video recordings. Finally, the findings from the first case study in terms of the categories that 
were derived from the data oriented our focus on revealing beliefs about language learning 
and use.  Moreover, as we had formed a construct for analyzing interaction based on Dysthe 
(1993) and Nystrand et al. (1997)’s work, questions were derived from his definition of 
monologic and dialogic discourse to reconstruct the students’ beliefs regarding language 
learning and use.  
 
To illustrate the process of grounded theory used to analyze the data from semi-structured 
interviews to segments, codes, subcategories and categories we provide an example in tables 
5.4 - 5.8.  We begin by listing a sampling of the questions asked during the first semi-
structured interview with Henry. 
                                                 
13 Henceforth ‘school beliefs’ represents both the schools’ beliefs as expressed in school policy documentation 
as well as the colleagues’ beliefs in terms of the discourse patterns that they use and are observed in the 
classroom. 
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Table 5.4 Types of questions asked during the first semi-structured interview 
Interview questions 
• Why did you choose to teach at this school? 
• Why did you decide to become an English teacher? 
• What was your teacher training like? 
• How did you learn to speak English? 
• What were your own secondary school English classes like? 
• What are the rules governing the use of English and Dutch? 
• You said that speaking English is important. Why? 
 
To distill beliefs from the semi-structured interviews we highlighted segments from the 
transcripts that revealed an indication of Henry’s beliefs in terms of language learning and 
teaching. An example of a partial transcript is provided in table 5.5.  
 
Table 5.5 Partial transcript of a teacher interview (01/02/02) 
Teacher interview 
T - teacher 
I - interviewer 
 
T - … There are a number of students that are glad that they don’t have to answer (segment 1) 
“He’s the one, I’m not.”  
I - So they’ve run out of excuses to not answer. 
T - No, the “I don’t know” you don’t often hear. That I find quite good. I give less time 
though for grammar so that I can get through it as quickly as possible because I don’t like it 
and the students don’t either but it’s necessary. So you have to be efficient. 
I - Why is grammar necessary? 
T - I think that a language consists of many words and that it’s best if you can put them 
together in a logical way (segment 2). And I don’t think that you can do without. Because in 
the new system, the junior grades teachers are spending more time on communicative 
language and less on grammar. I think that the two are bound together. You can’t get a student 
to talk if they don’t know how a sentence is put together (segment 3). [noise interrupted 
taping for 30 seconds]. Communicating sits more in the students than in the class. And you 
have different kids. Some communicate more than others. You have that with kids in Dutch. 
Some Dutch students have nothing to say. Communicating is nice, but some don’t dare say 
anything, then you have a quiet lesson. These students are, socially-speaking, very poor 
(segment 4). So at least if they learn grammar then they learn how things should be said 
(segment 5). That gives them a bit of confidence and then maybe they will dare say 
something. So I think that the basic grammar elements are important. It doesn’t always have 
to be the focal point [of the lesson] but it’s important. 
I - Do you think that there’s an order in which the grammar needs to be learned? 
T - I think step by step. I notice that in the junior secondary school years they find it difficult. 
I see that you teach something, and then two weeks later you ask a student to write something 
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Teacher interview 
on the board and she still makes the mistakes. So it’s obvious that they haven’t practiced. 
That’s what you’re up against (segment 6). Some of the adjectives they don’t know…for the 
grammar you have to go over it once in awhile and put it in a test (segment 7). 
  
From the partial transcript above we obtained seven segments. The total analysis of the five 
semi-structured interviews provided a total of 87 segments. All segments were assigned a 
code in the form of a short phrase to capture the essence of the segment’s meaning. In the 
course of the coding procedure the segments that, during repeated analysis appeared to not 
present relevant information to answer the research questions were eliminated. Other 
segments that were nearly identical in meaning were combined under one code. The coding of 
the segments from the interview transcript is provided in table 5.6. 
 
Table 5.6 Coding of segments of the teacher interview 
Coded segments 
Code 1 - Students are glad to avoid participating in class.(segment 1) 
Code 2 - Language is a structure.(segment 2) 
Code 3 – Learn first rules and then learn to speak.(segment 3) 
Code 4 – Some students don’t have anything to say. (segment 4) 
Code 5 – Learn first grammar, then students can speak.(segment 5) 
Code 6 - Students don’t practice.(segment 6) 
Code 7 - Test things so that students will learn. (segment 7) 
 
From the coding procedure above we obtained seven codes. From the total coding procedure 
90 codes emerged that we sought to reduce further to categories. Codes that contained similar 
properties were combined to form subcategories, as shown below. During the process of 
repetitive analysis a number of codes that appeared to not offer information relevant to answer 
the research questions were omitted and others that, upon further analysis, provided additional 
insight were added until fifteen subcategories remained. The forming of subcategories from 
the codes from the interview transcript is given in table 5.7. 
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Table 5.7 Forming subcategories of the codes from the teacher interview 
Subcategories of the codes 
Subcategory 1 - Students are not motivated. (codes 1, 4, 6) 
Subcategory 2 - Memorize grammar rules. (codes 2, 3, 5) 
Subcategory 3 - What can be tested can be taught at school. (code 7) 
 
From the forming of subcategories above we derived three subcategories. From the total 
analysis we obtained six categories and fifteen subcategories that revealed Henry’s beliefs 
about language learning and teaching. The process of deriving categories and subcategories 
from the data occurred as a result of cross-analysis, review of the data, discussion with other 
members of the research team and continual review and collection of data in an interactive 
and cyclical style by using the first case study as a framework in which to collect and analyze 
the data in terms of categories. The insight generated by the data revealed the emergence of 
concepts that were organized into core categories, categories and subcategories as illustrated 
in table 5.8.  
 
To describe the reasons why Henry engages in monologic discourse we navigate through the 
table from left to right. The choice for this presentation of the data was made in light of the 
fact that Henry’s belief of learning informs his belief and thus practice of teaching as reflected 
in his use of monologic discourse. More specifically, the two core categories, that we name 
using Nystrand et al. (1997)’s concepts of ‘recitation’ and ‘transmission’, proved to be central 
to understanding Henry’s beliefs about learning and teaching. The related categories that 
emerged from the data center on Henry’s beliefs about learning and teaching. The data 
revealed that Henry believes that learning is a function of self-motivation, facts are learned by 
means of testing at school and that skills are learned by reinforcement outside the school. 
Henry’s belief of learning is reflected in his belief of teaching that consists of teaching to 
motivated students, instructing to prepare for a test and by not teaching skills such as listening 
and speaking. Henry’s beliefs about learning and teaching are represented by his use of 
monologic discourse in terms of directing attention to motivated students and providing facts 
in preparation for the test respectively as illustrated in table 5.8.  
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Table 5.8 Henry’s analysis 
Core category 
 Category 
• Subcategory 
 
 
Belief about learning:  
Recitation 
 
as 
reflected 
in ¨ 
Belief about 
teaching:  
Transmission 
 
as 
repre-
sented 
by ¨ 
Monologic discourse 
in the classroom 
     
Learn by self-
motivation  
 
• Most students are 
not motivated  
• Students cannot be 
motivated  
 
 
 
¨ 
Teach to motivated 
students 
• Direct attention 
to interested 
students 
• Do not direct 
attention to 
uninterested 
students 
 
 
 
¨ 
Display questions 
directed at interested 
students 
     
Learn facts by being 
tested at school 
• What can be tested 
can be learned at 
school 
• Memorize 
grammar rules 
• Translate words 
• Memorize poetry 
rules 
 
 
 
¨ 
Teach to the test  
 
• Provide 
information that 
is on the test 
• Teach block of 
information 
needed for test 
 
 
 
¨ 
Present features of 
the test  
     
Learn skills by 
reinforcement outside 
the school  
• Listen to parents 
• Watch television 
• Speak to foreigners
 
 
 
 
¨ 
Do not teach skills 
 
 
• Spoken skills 
cannot be taught 
• Listening skills 
cannot be taught 
 
 
 
 
¨ 
No example 
 
In the following section we elaborate on Henry’s beliefs about learning and teaching and how 
the beliefs are represented in his target language use in the classroom. We begin in the top left 
corner and present the category ‘learn by self-motivation’ by elaborating on the subcategories 
of ‘most students are not motivated’ and ‘students cannot be motivated’. We then explain how 
Henry’s belief about learning is reflected in the category ‘teach to motivated students’ by 
elaborating on the subcategories of ‘direct attention to interested students’ and ‘do not direct 
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attention to uninterested students’. We then give an example of how Henry’s belief about 
teaching is represented in the target language use in the classroom under the title ‘teach to 
motivated students’. We follow the same process for the two additional groups of categories 
and provide a summary of Henry’s beliefs at the end of the section before exploring the 
students’ beliefs about language learning. 
Category:  Learn by self-motivation 
Henry said that two University teachers had influenced his teaching. The first teacher had a 
teaching style that Henry vowed not to follow; that of reading from the textbook. During the 
lectures Henry wondered why he bothered attending class just to listen to the teacher read 
from the textbook. Henry lamented the fact that little interaction occurred between the lecturer 
and students and that no additional information was presented during the lesson (teacher 
interview, 31/01/02). 
 
Henry says that he bases his teaching style on a model he was exposed to in University. The 
second teacher, his literature teacher, himself a Ph.D. student working on his dissertation, 
regularly asked his students for their input on poems he was analyzing. Henry appreciated the 
candidness of the teacher and how he made no claims to being an expert. The atmosphere that 
ensued was one that encouraged and valued participation from the students. Henry said that 
this way of analyzing poems made him “think about the poem rather than just remember what 
the teacher had said” (teacher interview, 31/01/02). 
 
To emulate the same interactive atmosphere in his classroom, Henry chooses contemporary 
poems for the students to analyze. He selects poems that he has not analyzed at length but has 
understood quickly, presumably because if he can understand the poem his students will as 
well. He also does not wish to come across as being the expert. As such, Henry was 
responsible for compiling a booklet of poems that has since become standard fare for all the 
school’s English teachers to use in their classes and on which the staff-wide test is based. 
 
In an attempt to generate discussion, Henry begins the lessons by asking general questions 
about the poem. The students, however, provide few, if any, replies. Henry links the lack of 
response to the students’ lack of motivation. Two reasons account for this. First, in his junior 
secondary school classes, Henry says that “students practically jump out of their seats to 
ENGLISH IN THE EFL CLASSROOM: WHY NOT? 
114 
answer questions” (teacher interview, 31/01/02). As the students get older, however, puberty 
sets in and the students become more reticent and lose interest in school (teacher interview, 
30/01/02). Henry reports that the students “don’t want to be at school” (teacher interview, 
21/02/02), let alone in an English class. He attributes this low level of participation to a lack 
of motivation. Henry states that the students are "not interested anymore, don't want to and 
have no interest in speaking English" (teacher interview, 30/01/02). He says that many 
students "just decide [early in secondary school] that they won't say anything" (teacher 
interview, 01/02/02) and "in English the tasks they get aren't concrete and measurable.  And 
students aren't motivated to work if they don't get grades" (teacher interview, 23/04/02). He 
added, "few students can be made enthusiastic...because they have to go to school...and it also 
has to do with laziness" (teacher interview, 01/02/02). Henry relates this to his own 
experience in secondary school whereby he received low grades in English because he was 
not interested in learning lists of words (teacher interview, 23/04/02).  
 
Second, Henry thinks that there is nothing that can be done to change the students’ attitude 
because their lack of motivation is related to factors that extend beyond the classroom.  He 
gives evidence of this in describing one recent lesson for which he had brought lyrics and 
music to a song that he thought the students would find interesting to analyze.  Instead, 
however, the students misbehaved so he told them "we will never do this again" and 
questioned why he had bothered spending time thinking of this activity (teacher interview, 
23/04/03). He reports that he encounters behavioural and concentration problems regardless 
of the type of activity he initiates and thus links the lack of motivation to factors that he 
cannot control. As a result, Henry concludes that despite his efforts to induce motivation 
among his students it cannot be done. As a result, most students do not participate, even when 
he directly addresses them. Or, if the students do give a response to a question to which there 
is ‘no right or wrong’ answer, the response is not viable.  
 
Henry says that the students who do participate do so "because they can and want to" (teacher 
interview, 16/01/02).  At the same time, however, he concedes that it is always the same 
students who participate. Henry's belief that students can only learn if they are motivated and 
the students lack motivation is reflected in the discourse he chooses to establish in the 
classroom as explained in the following section. 
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Category: Teach to motivated students 
Analyzing a poem consists of Henry first reading aloud or asking the students to read silently 
and then asking questions intended to provoke a discussion and analysis of the poem. The first 
question is a general and referential question. Henry does not receive a reply and thus waits 
up to six seconds before asking the next question. The subsequent questions could be 
characterized as being more leading. By the fourth or so attempt to generate a response from 
the students Henry directs a display question to a selected student. As the lesson progresses 
the questions become increasingly leading until only a strict IRF pattern can be observed 
whereby Henry selects students to provide answers to display questions.  
 
In each of the four lessons in which English was spoken approximately half the students were 
called on to provide an answer to Henry’s questions. Yet most of the students called on did 
not respond or provide a viable response with the exception of three students who contributed 
most significantly to the discussion. Most of the discourse, in IRF patterns, was held with 
three students of the 21 present. Within the parameters of the IRF pattern, exchanges occurred 
between Henry and three motivated students.  An example of the discourse patterns is given 
in the following section. 
Monologic discourse patterns: Display questions directed at interested students 
Adherence to an IRF pattern of exchange typified the monologic discourse in the classroom. 
The excerpt below provides evidence of how Henry’s pattern of question asking becomes 
increasingly leading as he receives little response, with the exception of comments from two 
students in the following example whom Henry regards as being motivated, from the pupils. 
The transcript is taken from a poem that Henry had previously presented to the students. 
Henry was now reviewing the homework questions assigned for homework.  
 
H - “Read to poem to yourselves and try to understand it so that you can tell me in a line or 
two what the poem is about.” 
H - “Good. Could you say something about the poem?” 
H - “If it were a story and you had to summarize it, what would you say about it?” 
S - “I think it’s a boy who’s growing up and who is leaving his house.” 
H - “A boy who’s growing up and who is leaving his house. Is he actually leaving his house or 
is it something else or someone else?” 
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H - “They’re outside, aren’t they?” 
H - “They’re on the football field.” 
H - “So what’s different than usual? Not just [an answer from the student who has just 
answered], but anyone. What’s different than usual? Imagine a sport you play and your 
parents are there.” 
H - “His father suddenly sees something different because [In the text it reads] “I remember it 
to the day.” 
H - “What does the father see that is different?” 
S - “This time the boy chooses to go with the boys.” (class video, 16/01/02) 
 
The above excerpt provides an example of the monologic discourse that typified Henry’s 
classroom and is a reflection of his belief, however implicit, of learning. We explore this in 
the next section. 
 Category: Learn facts by being tested at school 
Henry explained that he had received teacher training from a former English teacher with 30 
years experience. He had found her manner of instruction ‘old-fashioned’ but only objected to 
her regimented lesson plans. He embraced the teaching methods that she promoted and by 
which he had been taught in secondary school; analyze and interpret literature in the target 
language and by doing so explore and learn the structure of English.  
 
From Henry’s story it appears that he teaches subject matter English. To learn the subject one 
needs to study literature and poetry, and learning literature requires vocabulary, by means of 
translation and basic grammar knowledge. Henry teaches this, albeit without enthusiasm as he 
says, “I go through it quickly because I don’t like it and the students don’t either” (teacher 
interview, 31/01/02).  
 
Henry’s teaching focus is consistent with an approach to instruction that embodies the belief 
that knowledge comprises a body of facts to be acquired. For example, in answer to the 
question, what is it that the students need to learn? Henry said that, in addition to facts related 
to the poems, the students needed to know lists of words and grammar rules.  He lamented the 
fact that due to school reforms14, whereby students are expected to learn more independently, 
                                                 
14 As stated in chapter four, the school reforms that Henry refers to are the “Tweede fase” (second phase) that 
comprise, among other changes, the focus for teachers to create the opportunity for students to take 
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he is no longer ‘allowed’ to require students to memorize lists of words (teacher interview, 
23/04/02).  He said, "in the past there was a grammar element in the exams whereby the 
students had to know an entire book of grammar.  This doesn't happen anymore and I think 
that students have less knowledge now" (teacher interview 01/02/02).  
 
In addition, Henry explains that, "[to teach speaking] all you can do is teach the rules” 
(teacher interview, 21/02/02) because “you can’t get a student to talk if they don’t know how 
a sentence is put together" (teacher interview, 01/02/02).  He adds that some children have 
poor social skills and do not say much in either English or Dutch "but if you give them all of 
the rules then maybe they will have some confidence to dare say something” (teacher 
interview, 01/01/02). 
 
Finally, comments such as "If you don't test, students don't learn" (teacher interview, 
23/04/02) and that the only knowledge in the school context that matters is knowledge that 
"can be measured" (teacher interview, 23/04/02) points to a teaching approach that is focused 
on transmitting factual information that can be objectively graded and measured by a test. 
How Henry’s belief that learning occurs by means of acquiring facts for the purpose of 
writing a test is evidenced in his teaching practice as presented in the following section. 
Category: Teach to the test 
Henry’s teaching practices aim at preparing the students for the poetry test by means of 
imparting the facts that will likely appear on the test. He said to the pupils, “the purpose of 
poetry is to prepare you for the test” (class video 09/01/02), and this statement corresponds to 
his teaching style. 
 
Henry also informed the students that there is no right and wrong in poems as they are open to 
interpretation, but requested that they limit their answers to the questions on the poetry test to 
a line or two.  This is because "if you have to explain in complete paragraphs it might be very 
difficult for us [the English teachers]…to check which answers are right and wrong.  Where 
do you put the border?" (class video, 17/01/02). This comment suggests that Henry attempts 
to reduce the subjective nature of poem analysis to an objective fact-based and easily graded 
                                                                                                                                                        
responsibility in their learning (Engelen, 2002). The interpretation of this change among the English staff, and to 
which Henry refers to in this passage, is that the students are no longer given a list of English words to memorize 
for a test but are required to make their own list of English words based on articles they have read. 
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amount of information. A contributing factor to Henry’s support of a learning belief that 
regards knowledge as being a fixed body of facts is that it can be accurately measured on a 
test. This notion is characterized in the monologic discourse observed in the classroom that 
focused on presenting facts of the poem rather than concentrating on discussing, analyzing 
and interpreting the works read. Examples are provided in the following section.  
Monologic discourse patterns: Present features of the test 
The following examples give an indication of how Henry’s monologic discourse patterns are 
directed at preparing the students for the upcoming test. 
 
T - “Imagine there is a question in your test about rhymes. Have a close look [at the poem]. 
Don’t forget to be able to make a rhyme scheme. You’ll have to do that on the first poem [on 
the test]. You should do that. And this, in this one, there is some theme. From line three to 
four…” (class video, 16/01/02) 
 
When going over answers to poetry questions:  
T - “His father [the boy in the poem] was disappointed… Also a possibility or is that 
completely wrong?” 
S - “No, to deal with his father.” 
T - “To deal with the father, to deal with the fight. I think that is also a possibility. I don’t 
really care which one [answer] you prefer. They are both quite alright, as long as you can 
explain them, why you prefer one answer over the other. It doesn’t really matter. … If you 
have your own opinion and you can’t explain, or if your explanation is nonsense, then you 
have to try to see that your opinion is wrong [on the test]. So just in case [answering questions 
about poetry] you think that your opinion can’t ever be wrong.” (class video, 17/01/02)  
 
Finally, when going quickly over a sonnet that was the last poem in the booklet and one that 
there wasn’t time to elaborate on. The sonnet was an English one and the students had not 
been exposed to an Italian type that could perhaps appear on the test. Henry told the students: 
 
T - “If you have to choose between two things, an Italian or English sonnet, and only know of 
one, that should be enough.” (class video, 17/01/02) 
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Category: Learn skills by reinforcement outside the school 
When asked how he teaches listening skills Henry answered, "You cannot teach listening 
because it's a very specific skill. Either you have the skill or you do not.  You can tell this 
early on with the students" (teacher interview, 21/02/02). He further added, "teaching 
listening is like teaching speaking, this cannot really be done because it is not ‘measurable’" 
(teacher interview, 23/04/02). When asked what he did if students had difficulty with the 
listening tests, he said that he gave them the tapes and told them to practice at home (teacher 
interview, 21/02/02). 
 
In answer to the question, how are spoken skills taught, Henry responded, "In speaking it's 
difficult to improve if you're weak in that area.  That's because it's a specific skill.  If students 
aren't reinforced at home they won't develop" (teacher interview, 21/02/02). 
 
He also says that learning rules occurs at school and speaking comes from outside school, that 
is, from television and music and being reinforced at home (teacher interview, 21/02/02). 
Henry asked, “how do you teach a skill? You can’t. A student either has it or doesn’t, and this 
also depends on the parents” (teacher interview, 21/02/02). Henry also relates this to his own 
experience as a language learner; he said that at school he learned the grammar rules and 
memorized words and one day he "felt like I could speak a bit" (teacher interview, 01/01/02). 
In answer to the question how do people learn to speak languages? He answered, "it's a bit of 
a mystery really, how people learn how to speak.  It just kind of happens" (teacher interview, 
01/02/02).  For example, Henry said, "[in the class] you have a lot of quiet students who 
never speak and in the oral examination it's amazing how they can just find their words" 
(teacher interview, 01/02/02). 
 
It would appear that Henry’s belief of learning requires dispensing facts to the students and 
testing them in an objective test and that skills do not lend themselves to being accurately 
evaluated. For example, Henry told a story of an oral test he had had in secondary school. He 
was graded by a substitute teacher who gave him a lower mark than what he thought he would 
have received from the regular teacher.  He felt unjustly graded and this experience taught 
him that the grading of verbal skills is too subjective "because two different teachers can give 
different grades" (teacher interview, 01/02/02). How Henry’s belief of learning informs his 
teaching is explored in the following section. 
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Category:  Do not teach skills 
As the oral component of the end of year exams had been completed there were not any 
lessons focused on practising and improving spoken skills. Once the poetry section of the 
syllabus had been completed, however, the rest of the school year was devoted to preparing 
the students for the listening component of the exam. Henry equated listening skills to oral 
ones as they were both skills that could not be taught in the classroom. We thus provide an 
example of how the listening skills are presented in Henry’s classroom. 
 
The lessons devoted to practising listening skills involve little discourse at all; Henry inserts 
the tape in the tape recorder and pushes play.  Once the test is over, Henry hands the students 
the correction sheets and, if necessary, answers related questions in Dutch. 
Little discourse takes place, and the few exchanges that were observed occurred in Dutch, 
with the result that there are no examples of classroom discourse that can be provided. 
Summary of Henry’s beliefs 
Henry’s wish would be to have an open discussion with the class about poems in a similar 
fashion to his experience at University. He realizes that this type of discourse is not possible, 
however, and attributes it to the fact that most students are not motivated to learn. When 
Henry asks referential questions he receives scant response so the only way in which he can 
encourage a type of interaction with the students is to ask display questions. The result is a 
monologic discourse that features test-like question-asking from Henry and minimal answers 
from the students.   
 
The monologic discourse patterns observed in the classroom are in line with Henry’s views 
about what constitutes knowledge. Henry appears to recognize two types of knowledge: the 
type that can be graded and the type that cannot.  The knowledge type that he values, within 
the school context, is the ‘gradeable’ one which presents a type of knowledge that is 
quantifiable and consists of discrete facts that can be reproduced on a test. The ‘ungradeable’ 
type of knowledge is subjective and because it is open to interpretation, is difficult to grade.  
As a result, the only knowledge that Henry believes to be significant at school is knowledge 
that can be measured.  As this is Henry's idea of what constitutes valuable knowledge in the 
classroom it appears that the only way of providing this is through a discourse that is 
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monologic whereby information is transmitted to the students by means of lecture from the 
teacher.   
 
From the analysis, we conclude that Henry feels responsible for and competent in imparting 
facts and does not see the possibility or the necessity of enhancing the students' listening and 
spoken skills.  The possibility of fostering spoken skills does not exist because, in Henry’s 
opinion, skills cannot be taught.  The necessity of enhancing skills is also absent because 
obtaining communication skills occurs in a passive manner by means of exposure that occurs 
outside school.  Henry believes that it is the parents' function to provide their children with 
adequate stimulus to learn to speak the language outside the school.  
 
This ‘splitting’ of teaching responsibilities between the school and sources outside school 
reflects Henry's beliefs that language is a system of rules to be analyzed and memorized. The 
system is hierarchical; the learning of the rules precedes and supersedes the communicative 
aspects of language.  This relates to how Henry sees his role as teaching the tangible things, 
that is, the grammar, vocabulary and poetry in preparation for a fact-based test.  The 
intangible aspects of language, the ‘ungradeables’ are not possible to teach, and therefore, do 
not form a part of his teaching package.  At school he teaches what can be measured and thus 
can be taught; the language rules.  The rest, such as learning language skills, occurs in a 
passive way outside school. This results in a classroom in which monologic discourse takes 
place and forms the backbone of his instruction. Henry is not successful in engaging his 
students in a dialogue. The reasons why the students do not participate in target language use 
in a way that could be characterized as being dialogic are explored in the following section. 
The students 
To discover the reasons why the students use the target language the way they do we 
conducted semi-structured interviews and analyzed them in connection with the classroom 
observations. Questions for the semi-structured interviews were derived from the findings of 
the first case study, field notes taken during class observations of target language use and 
analysis of the classroom audio and video recordings. Moreover, as we had formed a 
construct for analyzing interaction based on Nystrand et al. (1997)’s work, questions were 
derived from his definition of monologic and dialogic discourse to reconstruct the students’ 
beliefs regarding language learning and use.  
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To illustrate the process of grounded theory used to analyze the data from semi-structured 
interviews to segments, codes, subcategories and categories we provide an example in tables 
5.9 - 5.13.  We begin by listing a sampling of the questions asked during the first semi-
structured interview with the students in table 5.9. 
 
Table 5.9 Types of questions asked during the semi-structured interviews 
Interview questions 
• Do you like speaking in English? When do you like it and when do you not like it? 
• What is your experience in speaking English? Think of holidays, discussions with 
foreigners, English classes, etc. 
• Do you like speaking in English in class? When do you like it and when do you not like 
it? 
• Do you like speaking to each other in English in the class? When do you like it and when 
do you not like it? 
• Do you like speaking to the teacher in English in the class? When do you like it and when 
do you not like it? 
• What do you think about the quality of your spoken English? 
 
To distill beliefs from the semi-structured interviews we highlighted segments from the 
transcripts that indicated the students’ beliefs of language learning. An example of a partial 
transcript is provided in table 5.10.  
 
Table 5.10 Partial transcript and segmenting of a student interview (11/04/02) 
Student interview 
I - interviewer 
S1 - student one 
S2 - student two 
 
I - What I hear is that you think that speaking as much English in the class as possible is a 
good idea. But I don’t hear you speak much English. Why is this? 
S1 - I think that it [also] makes a difference that it isn’t mandatory (segment 1). And then you 
choose the easiest way and that is to speak Dutch (segment 2).  But I think I think that if we 
had said at the beginning of the year that we would speak in English that everyone would. 
And that there wouldn’t be a problem (segment 3). 
S2 - I think that some people are also embarrassed. Everybody wants to speak good English. 
But then they think that they have such a terrible accent, a Dutch accent, so they think ooh 
that’s not possible, because I make mistakes, so they don’t speak (segment 4). And then it 
goes wrong, and then nobody opens their mouth. 
S1 - Because that is also what happened with the poems.  He [the teacher] asked you 
something and you had to say it in English.  I often thought, well I know the answer, but then, 
how do you say that in English? (segment 5)  And then I’m afraid to make mistakes (segment 
6), and then I think well never mind, I’ll hear in a minute what the answer is (segment 7). 
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Student interview 
S2 - Yeah, that’s how it goes.  That was the case with the oral exam, you had to speak in 
English the whole time. Then you had to describe something and sometimes you didn’t know 
a word.  But you could always work around that.  You just had to think about it for a bit and 
you could make a whole story.  And you could work around that.  But yeah, if you’re in the 
class and you think well I don’t know [the word]. So never mind (segment 8).  Although you 
probably could have answered the question (segment 9).  If you could just describe it, then 
you could probably work out the problem.  Almost all the time.  
S1 - When I am doing an oral exam I pretend that the person who is grading the exam doesn’t 
speak any Dutch.  And then I can speak more easily in English. 
S2 - Yeah, it’s like you’re on a vacation or something, someone who doesn’t speak any Dutch 
so you have to speak in English and that also works.  And then it works.  And you can say 
anything you want to in English. 
S1 - That makes a big difference.  Sounds stupid but… 
S2 - Mostly if the person you are talking to doesn’t speak very good English, then it’s very 
easy.  Then you think well maybe I’m making a mistake or something.  But… 
I - Does that influence the quality of your English in the class?  Is your English better in the 
class or outside the class? 
S2 - Yeah, it’s very different.  We talk about very different things in the class and outside the 
class.  Outside the class it’s more casual, freer (segment 10). 
S1 - Gabbing. 
S2 - Yeah. 
S1 - Yeah, bit of chatting. 
S1 - And in the class is only about the poetry.  About a text or about a listening test (segment 
11).  That’s not interesting.  You learn a lot of standard sentences that you don’t need 
(segment 12). 
 
From the partial transcript above we obtained twelve segments. The total analysis of the seven 
semi-structured interviews provided a total of 64 segments. All segments were assigned a 
code in the form of a short phrase to capture the essence of the segment’s meaning. In the 
course of the coding procedure the segments that appeared to not provide information relevant 
to answering the research questions were eliminated and some segments that were nearly 
identical in meaning were combined under one code. The coding of the segments from the 
partial transcript is given in table 5.11. 
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Table 5.11 Coding of segments of the student interview 
Coding of segments 
Code 1 - Speaking English is not required. (segment 1) 
Code 2 - Easier to speak in Dutch. (segment 2) 
Code 3 - If we were to agree to speak English we would. (segment 3) 
Code 4 - Don’t dare speak English. (segment 4) 
Code 5 - Can’t find words in English. (segment 5 ) 
Code 6 - Afraid of making mistakes. (segment 6) 
Code 7 - Someone else will answer. (segment 7) 
Code 8 - Have time to talk so can speak English. (segment 8) 
Code 9 - Have to talk so can speak English15. (segment 8) 
Code 10 - Can speak English but afraid to do so. (segment 9) 
Code 11 - Can talk informally outside school. (segment 10) 
Code 12 - Talk about poetry is not interesting. (segment 11) 
Code 13 - Learn unnecessary phrases. (segment 12) 
 
From the coding procedure above we obtained thirteen codes. From the total coding process 
27 codes emerged that we sought to reduce to categories. Codes that contained similar 
properties were combined to form subcategories, as shown below. During the process of 
repetitive analysis a number of codes that appeared to not offer relevant information to answer 
the research questions were omitted and others, upon further analysis, that provided additional 
insight were added until nine subcategories remained. The forming of subcategories from the 
codes of the partial interview transcript is provided in table 5.12. 
 
                                                 
15 On occasion it occurred that one segment produced two codes, as in this example.  
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Table 5.12 Forming subcategories of the codes from the student interview 
Forming of subcategories 
Subcategory 1 - Dutch is accepted. (codes 1,2,3) 
Subcategory 2 - Classroom activities are not conducive to speaking English. (codes 11, 12) 
Subcategory 3 - Fear of making mistakes. (codes 4,5,6,7,10) 
Subcategory 4 - Speaking is possible outside school. (codes 8,9,13) 
 
From the process of deriving subcategories above we obtained four subcategories. From the 
total analysis four categories and nine subcategories were derived that revealed the students’ 
beliefs about language use and learning. The process of deriving categories and subcategories 
from the data occurred as a result of cross-analysis, review of the data, discussion with other 
members of the research team and continual review and collection of data in an interactive 
and cyclical style. The insight generated by the data revealed the emergence of concepts that 
were organized into core categories, categories and subcategories as illustrated in table 5.13.  
 
To describe the reasons why the students use English the way they do the data are organized 
according to why they speak English in school and how they think languages are learned, why 
they speak English outside the classroom, and why they think that language use outside the 
classroom is beneficial. Specifically, two core categories emerged that were key to 
understanding the students’ beliefs about language learning. Namely, that spoken skills are 
learned at school by applying rules in meaningful discussion. To achieve this, the students 
believe that spoken skills can be learned at school and also practised and used outside school. 
The choice for this manner of organization was made in light of the fact that the students’ 
responses to the semi-structured interview questions revealed how their use of spoken English 
is related to their views about how languages are learned. In addition, presenting the data in 
this way shows the contrast between students’ views about how languages are learned and 
how they use the language both in and outside the school as presented in table 5.13. 
 
ENGLISH IN THE EFL CLASSROOM: WHY NOT? 
126 
Table 5.13 The students’ analysis 
Core category 
Category 
• Subcategory 
 
Spoken skills can be learned at school  Spoken skills can be practiced and used 
outside school or learn to speak by 
applying rules in meaningful discussion 
Speaking is not possible in this class 
• Dutch is accepted 
• School system/tradition does not 
encourage the use of spoken English 
• Classroom activities are not 
conducive to speaking English 
• Fear of making mistakes 
Speaking is necessary outside school 
• For future studies  
• For jobs and future employment 
• For communicating with foreigners 
Speaking is necessary for learning at school 
• Learn to speak the language by 
learning grammar and by speaking  
Speaking is necessary outside school to 
practice 
• To practice and improve spoken 
skills 
 
In the following section we elaborate on the students’ beliefs about learning. We begin in the 
top left corner and present the category ‘speaking is not possible in this class’ by elaborating 
on the subcategories of ‘Dutch is accepted’, ‘school system/tradition does not encourage the 
use of spoken English’, ‘classroom activities are not conducive to speaking English’ and ‘fear 
of making mistakes’. We then explain the category ‘speaking is necessary for learning at 
school’ by describing the subcategories. We follow the same process for the two additional 
groups of categories of outside school use of spoken English and conclude this section by 
providing a summary of the students’ beliefs.  
Category:  Speaking is not possible in this class 
When the students were asked during the interviews why they contributed to classroom 
discussion a few responded that they wanted to, but the majority say that they feel compelled 
to answer because the teacher ‘forced them’ by ‘looking’ at them (interview with Peter, 
21/03/02) or asked specifically.  Also, the students know that the teacher will wait until an 
answer comes and silence is very uncomfortable. This is confirmed by Henry who said, 
during an interview, that he gives them up to six seconds to provide an answer because, "I do 
want to give them time to say something. I think also that you give some pressure if it's quiet 
in the classroom and then everyone is waiting for you to say something" (teacher interview, 
01/02/02).  
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The students said that they did not participate because "the topic is not interesting... I don't 
feel stimulated to talk" (interview with Maarten, 21/03/02), the students are "not forced to 
speak English" (interview with Mary, 21/03/02) and the environment is not conducive to 
speaking because in order to speak "you need to feel comfortable...[and in this] class people 
are scared to make mistakes" (interview with Maarten, 21/03/02).  The students also do not 
find it necessary to provide answers because "it is not done" (interview with Mary, 21/03/02). 
In contrast to what Henry said, however, many students said that "it would have been better if 
we had spoken more English during the lessons... you learn more words by using or hearing, 
not by memorizing" (interview with Anna, 11/04/02). Others said that they do not feel that 
they have made any significant progress in their spoken English in the past couple of years 
because of the lack of target language use in the classroom (interview with Tom, 21/03/02; 
interview with Peter, 21/03/02).  
 
Students were asked why they did not initiate questions in class or volunteer answers.  The 
students said that it was not necessary (interview with Charles, 11/04/02; interview with 
Sarah, 21/03/02); the teacher called on students as he deemed fit and "give[s] the answers [to 
the poetry questions] anyway" (interview with Maarten, 21/03/02). Several students expressed 
anxiety about providing incorrect answers to the poetry questions and appearing foolish in 
front of their peers (interview with June, 11/04/02; interview with Anna, 17/04/02). Others 
claimed that the lessons did not invite discussions (interview with Eve, 17/04/02) because the 
students were never asked what they thought, for example, about the poems (interview with 
Maarten, 21/03/02). The students recognized that the "‘system’ [is such that] you have to 
know the rules before you can speak" (interview with Anna, 11/04/02).   
 
Several students lamented the fact that the phrases that they were taught were “not ones that 
are useful” (interview with June, 11/04/02) and that the opportunity to speak at school did not 
present itself very often (interview with Maarten, 21/03/02). They said that Henry did not 
"force us to speak English" (interview with Mary, 21/03/02) and did not consistently address 
the students in the target language (interview with Rob, 21/03/02). 
Category: Speaking is necessary for learning at school 
Several students said that if Henry had insisted that they speak English in class that they 
probably would have done so. This observation was made in light of the fact that in other 
ENGLISH IN THE EFL CLASSROOM: WHY NOT? 
128 
classes teachers only accepted English and the students claimed that this practice resulted in 
students speaking more in the target language.  
 
The students said that speaking more in class would be beneficial for their learning because in 
junior secondary school they had been taught phrases and practised them in class by acting 
out dialogues with their peers. One student said that “you don’t remember the exact phrases 
but it helps in real life situations” (interview with Eve, 17/04/02). The students attributed the 
combination of learning grammar and practising speaking to their current level of ability. Yet 
many claimed that their level would be higher if they spoke more in class “you get asked one 
question a lesson, that’s not much talking” (interview with Jane, 18/04/02).  Finally, most 
students simply stated, "you learn [to speak languages] by doing" (interview with Anna, 
11/04/02) and it was unfortunate that the speaking component was absent from the classroom 
because English outside school is necessary, as presented in the following section. 
Category: Speaking is necessary outside school 
Several students reported having regular contact with foreigners who speak English. For 
example, one student has an after school job in a clothing store and comes into regular contact 
with foreigners who expect to be responded to in English. Another student’s family hosts 
foreign visitors every year and the guests speak only English. One student even said that she 
would take a year to travel and would need spoken English skills (interview with June, 
11/04/02). The remaining students will be going to University where they will be expected to 
read English textbooks, interact with foreign students and work with them on projects, and 
listen to guest lecturers who will present in English. One student even expressed anxiety over 
her lack of spoken skills as she feels unprepared for University where she will need to speak 
English (interview with Anna, 11/04/02). 
Category: Speaking is necessary outside school to practice 
The majority of students reported that speaking English outside school is necessary to practice 
and improve their spoken skills. While they stated that they do not think about grammar rules 
when engaged in a conversation, speaking enables them to gain a sense of ‘feeling’ for the 
language (interview with June, 11/04/02) and to stimulate correct pronunciation (interview 
with Eve, 17/04/02). 
CHAPTER 5: CASE STUDY TWO - HENRY 
 
129 
Summary of students’ beliefs 
The students think that learning English requires a combination of theory and practice. They 
stress the practical component of language learning and wish that more classroom speaking 
could take place, such as they had experienced in the junior secondary school years and which 
they felt contributed to their oral skills. Many reasons impede their use of English in the 
classroom however, such as the fear of making mistakes and not discussing issues that they 
find relevant. At the same time, however, the students recognize that ‘the system’ is such that 
practising spoken English is not encouraged at school. ‘The system’ is one that also 
influences Henry’s choice of using monologic discourse with the students as we explore in the 
following section.  
Other classes and school 
Monologic discourse patterns are common features of English classes, as observed during the 
lessons of Henry's colleagues. This would suggest that Henry's teaching style is congruent 
with that of his colleagues.  The teachers share the pedagogical goal of preparing students for 
the poetry test that is given staff-wide, the function of which is to measure the students' recall 
of facts such as what the rhyming schemes are and where examples of metaphor and 
alliteration are located in poems. Monologic discourse also prevails in other subject area 
classes observed. The teachers' discourse patterns, and thus teaching styles, indicate that they 
engage in practices, as well as a manner of testing, which is favoured by the school. The 
school endorses what it calls ‘traditional’ teaching, in accordance to its philosophy, as stated 
in the school policy document: 
 
"[The school] is a traditional school; that is one of its strong points.... a student follows 
all lessons in a classical way, according to a weekly schedule that remains the same all 
year.... The activities [of the students] consist mostly of: listening to what the teacher 
says, taking notes of what the teacher says, doing written or practical exercises, 
memorizing material and doing tests.  Working in groups and other forms of 
independent work do occur, but not on a large-scale."  (Policy of the secondary school, 
2002, p. 5) 
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School policy advocates a teaching style that represents beliefs about learning that are 
consistent with Henry’s beliefs about learning and teaching. Henry’s teaching practice, 
therefore, is aligned with those of the staff and encouraged by the policy of the school, and 
this provides an environment in which monologic discourse can flourish.  
5.4 Chapter summary 
In this case study we have examined the extent to which Henry uses the target language, 
identified whether the type of language use is monologic or dialogic and discovered the 
relationship between Henry’s, the students’ and school’s beliefs and the discourse patterns 
established by Henry.  
 
In answer to the first question we discovered that in the three lessons where English was 
spoken, Henry used the target language 70% of the time. The three lessons, however, were not 
representative of Henry’s target language use as he reported to speak English only when 
covering the literature and poetry component of the yearly syllabus. The poetry portion of the 
curriculum accounts for approximately five weeks of the year. 
 
In answer to the second question the target language observed could be characterized as being 
monologic. Features of the discourse included teacher dominance in terms of Henry asking 
test-like questions to which only one answer was deemed correct, Henry initiating most 
interaction and deciding which students would respond to the question. Contributions from 
the students were minimal and consisted of single words or short phrases, and scant ‘uptake’ 
occurred whereby Henry used the students’ responses in subsequent exchanges. 
 
To uncover the relationship between Henry’s, the students’ and the school’s beliefs in 
creating a forum for monologic discourse, which was the third question, we initially identified 
underlying beliefs of the three parties mostly, although not exclusively, by means of 
interviews. We then reconstructed the context of the discourse patterns by piecing together the 
underlying beliefs of Henry, the students and the school.  
 
Henry would like to have the opportunity to discuss and analyze poetry with his pupils but 
claims that the students’ apparent lack of motivation accounts for the fact that the desired 
discussion is not feasible. The students, indeed, do not participate in discussions with Henry. 
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They say, however, that they do not answer Henry’s questions, referential or display, because 
they fear making mistakes. They also say that answering questions is unnecessary because 
eventually the teacher will provide the requested response. So by not responding in English 
the students can avoid making errors and appearing foolish and at the same time receive the 
facts that they need to know for the poetry test. The students thus see no reason to speak 
English in the classroom unless specifically requested of them by Henry. 
 
The students, based on previous years’ instruction, believe that learning to speak English is a 
combination of learning grammar rules and practising in class. They believe that if Henry 
were to insist that they speak English, if the format of discussion were different and if the 
topics of discussion were relevant to them, they would converse in English. Some students 
even regret that Henry does not insist that they speak English. 
 
However, although the students wish that more English would be spoken in the classroom 
they are accustomed to the way in which the school operates. They expect to sit silently in the 
classroom and take notes due to the school traditions they have been exposed to in the past 
five years at the secondary school. 
 
Speaking English does not form part of Henry’s teaching practise as he believes that the only 
knowledge that can be taught is knowledge that can be assessed in an objective test format. 
He thus does not teach speaking and listening skills as he claims that they cannot be learned 
and are too subjective to test. Therefore, overriding Henry’s wish to converse in a dialogic 
manner with his students is his stronger belief about what counts, in the school context, as 
knowledge. 
 
Henry’s biography plays a role in establishing the patterns of discourse in the classroom. For 
example, Henry learned English following the grammar translation method and also learned 
to teach the subject matter in a similar fashion. He became a teacher because he enjoyed the 
literature component of his English classes when he attended secondary school. He has 
adopted his current teaching approaches partially because of a lack of exposure to different 
teaching methods, but also partially because he had an enjoyable experience learning English 
in the grammar translation manner. We can conclude that Henry entered the teaching 
profession with ideas about teaching that were in line with the grammar-translation method to 
which he had been exposed to as both student and student-teacher. 
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Henry’s notion of what counts as knowledge falls in line with staff and school-wide teaching 
beliefs and practices. Henry is responsible for administering tests that are fact-based, so 
despite his willingness to have meaningful exchanges with his students, he understands that 
his role, as stated explicitly in the school policy handbook, is to prepare students for tests. The 
most efficient manner of accomplishing the task of preparing students for school and 
government tests is by means of lecture in the form of a monologic discourse.  
 
In a similar vein, the government exams favour a teaching approach that corresponds to 
reproducing factual knowledge in a test16. Even if Henry had different ideas about how he 
might approach teaching the subject matter he would be up against an English staff that 
follows the school traditions of teaching in a frontal fashion for the test and preparing students 
for exams that are ‘chopped up’ into teachable blocks. Furthermore, Henry teaches at a school 
that actively supports a traditional approach to teaching that reflects the teaching practices 
with which Henry is comfortable and familiar. The teaching approaches advanced by the 
school have consequences for the manner in which Henry teaches. For example, in the final 
exam year the skills that are to be tested by the government exams are taught in blocks and 
then tested. This approach suggests a view of knowledge and learning that learning occurs in 
a linear fashion and once it has been taught and tested, it has been learned and can be ‘put 
away in a box’. 
 
Henry’s beliefs are congruent with those of the school and, as such, the school and classroom 
encourage and strengthen Henry’s beliefs about how learning occurs and how it should be 
taught; by means of a discourse that is monologic. The relationship between Henry’s, the 
students’ and school’s beliefs is thus one that creates a complete system of interaction that is 
represented by a monologic discourse that does not foster the students’ use of the target 
language English. 
 
In this case study we uncovered and deciphered the interaction of the use of target language 
English in one classroom in one school. While this provides insight into the practices of one 
teacher in what is considered a ‘traditional’ school, we see the benefit of examining another 
classroom in a different school to compare and contrast the context of discourse practices of two 
classrooms. We proceed, in chapter six, to examine another teacher’s practice in case study three. 
                                                 
16 This was valid at the time of the research. Examinations have since undergone changes that are not reported in 
this dissertation.  
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Chapter 6: Case study three – Len 
6.1 Introduction 
In chapters four and five we reported two case studies conducted in EFL classrooms in Dutch 
secondary schools to examine what a teacher does to engage, or not engage, the students in 
target language use. The findings of case study one revealed the complexity and highly 
contextualized nature of interaction. To gain further insight into interaction in the classroom 
and to provide a means for comparison between classrooms we conducted a case study in a 
third school (simultaneously with case study two) to answer the same three research 
questions: To what extent does the teacher use the target language? Is the target language use 
monologic or dialogic? What is the relationship between the teacher’s, students’ and school’s 
beliefs and the discourse patterns established by the teacher? More specifically, in this chapter 
we present the details about the design of the study that are particular to this case, the methods 
used to collect and analyze the data that are, again, specific to this case and the conclusions 
drawn from the case study that lead to the conclusions reported in chapter seven. 
 
To provide an overview of the case study to be presented in this chapter we outline the 
organization of the text as follows:  
 
6.1 INTRODUCTION 
6.2 DESIGN 
6.2.1 Selection of teacher 
6.2.2 Research context 
6.2.3 Methods for data collection and analysis 
6.3 FINDINGS 
6.3.1 Question one: To what extent does Len use the target language?  
• The English department’s organization of instruction for one semester 
• Len’s organization of instruction for one semester 
6.3.2 Question two: Is the target language use monologic or dialogic?  
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6.3.3 Question three: What is the relationship between the teacher’s, students’ and 
school’s beliefs and the discourse patterns established by Len?  
Teacher 
• Category: Learn by interacting (get along) with others 
• Category: Teach how to interact with one another 
• Dialogic discourse patterns: Teacher and students interact during group work 
sessions 
• Category: Learn to speak by activating language skills 
• Category: Facilitate applying skills 
• Dialogic discourse patterns: Students apply language skills in group work 
• Category: Learn through active monitoring 
• Category: Encourage peer and self-correction 
• Dialogic discourse patterns: Students peer and self-correct in small group 
discussions 
• Summary of Len's beliefs 
The students 
• Category: Formal learning occurs at school 
• Category: Practical learning occurs at school 
• Category: Informal learning occurs outside school 
• Category: Practical learning occurs outside school 
• Summary of students’ beliefs 
Other classes and school 
6.4 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
6.2 Design 
6.2.1 Selection of teacher 
To find an eligible teacher to participate in the study we contacted a colleague from another 
department to ask for suggestions of schools we could contact.  The colleague gave the name 
of a school that had previously taken part in one of his research projects that had looked into 
the use of ICT in secondary schools.  He reported that the staff was welcoming and the 
principal had said that the school would be willing to participate in further research projects. 
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The researcher contacted the principal by telephone and briefly explained the research.  The 
principal was supportive of the project and gave the telephone number of one of the English 
teachers he thought might express interest in the study. After a short telephone call with 
teacher Len he agreed to meet with the researcher and allow her to observe a lesson.  He, and 
the students, met the criteria for participating in the research as outlined in section 3.3.3. Thus 
in Len we had found a suitable candidate for the study. As in the other case studies Len and 
the students were verbally informed that the purpose of the project was to study the use of 
English in the classroom. 
6.2.2 Research context 
The school selected for study is located in a Dutch town and is attended by middle to upper 
class students. The student body consists of 1400 pupils and 100 teaching staff including 
seven English teachers. The school provides general education to prepare the students for 
higher vocational training or University education. The school is called a ‘Dalton’ school 
because it embraces a philosophy that is inspired by Helen Parkhurst (1887-1973), an 
educational reformer who was influenced by her colleagues Dewey and Montessori in the 
early 1900’s (Edwards, 2002). 
 
The goal of a Dalton school is to form a child-centered environment that nurtures students’ 
respect for one another, stimulates students to take responsibility for their own learning and 
fosters students’ personal and social development. Underlying the goal are three educational 
principles. First, the child requires educational freedom to choose how he fulfils the learning 
responsibilities assigned. Second, the school needs to provide the freedom for the child to 
choose, for example, the rate and order in which he works on subject areas and, finally, the 
school needs to provide support to encourage students to cooperate, learn and work together. 
Within these parameters schools operate and strive to create an environment that is centered 
on individual instruction and personal growth in a cooperative group setting (Hölscher, Van 
der Meer, & Zweers, 1979). The relevant details of the Dalton approach implemented by the 
school are interspersed in the text for contextual information of the case study. 
 
Before we continue, however, it is noteworthy that Len said that because the school is a 
progressive school, it only accepts students who are willing to take on the responsibilities that 
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are adherent to a school that is focused on active participation in the learning process.  In this 
regard, Len said, the school is a bit of an elitist one. 
 
Len, the teacher, had taught for 19 years at the time of the study: two at a previous school and 
17 at the present one. He has lived most of his life in close proximity to the school and 
attended the secondary school, before it had become a ‘Dalton’ school, where he is currently 
employed. Aside from his teaching duties Len directs the annual school play. This year he 
also had the leading role in the school musical Oliver. 
 
Len’s motivation for becoming a teacher stemmed from his desire to "want to do something 
with people" (teacher interview, 15/03/02). Someone with whom he had had contact in 
English had told him "you should study English, you're very good at it" (teacher interview, 
15/03/02).  He obtained a M.A. in English at the University of Nijmegen then immediately 
followed the teacher certification program offered by the English department. Since his 
accreditation he has not obtained any further formal certificates but has participated regularly 
in workshops provided by colleagues. 
 
The classroom Len volunteered for the study consisted of eighteen 15 year-old students in the 
fourth form (VWO). The students followed were in the academic track and will be attending 
University in three years. The students receive English twice a week for 50-minute periods 
and had already had three years of English in secondary school. 
6.2.3 Methods for data collection and analysis 
Data collection occurred over a period of four months from January to May 2002. The 
methods for data collection and analysis were similar to those used for the first study and case 
study two. Table 6.1 illustrates the types and amount of data collection that occurred during 
the four-month period.  
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Table 6.1 Data collection procedures 
Data collection Specification Number  Duration 
Questions 1 & 2 
To what extent does the teacher use the target language in the classroom? 
Is the target language use monologic or dialogic? 
Video recording At the rear of the 
classroom 
Audio recording Microphone attached 
to the teacher’s lapel 
Field notes Written during the 
lesson 
 
 
16 lessons of  
 
 
50 minutes 
Question 3 
What is the relationship between the teacher’s, students’ and school’s beliefs and the 
discourse patterns established by the teacher? 
Teacher semi-
structured interviews 
Questions based on 
field notes and analysis 
of video and audio 
recordings 
3 semi-structured 
interviews of  
2 semi-structured 
interviews of  
 
15 minutes 
 
60 minutes 
Student semi-
structured group 
discussions 
Questions based on 
field notes and analysis 
of video and audio 
recordings 
In groups of four and 
five students during 
class time 
2 interviews of  20 minutes 
Student semi-
structured interviews 
Questions based on 
field notes and analysis 
of video and audio 
recordings 
In groups of three 
students 
3 interviews of  20 minutes 
English class Recording the lesson 
was not permitted 
1 lesson of  50 minutes 
Len’s other English 
class 
Recording the lesson 
was not permitted 
1 lesson of  50 minutes 
Other classes Recording the lesson 
was not permitted 
2 lessons of  50 minutes 
 
Instruments for data collection were chosen on the basis of the type of information required to 
answer the three research questions as explained below.  
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Question one 
Question one is concerned with the extent to which Len uses the target language in the 
classroom at the microgenetic level (see chapter three for a definition of the genetic levels). 
Data collection to answer the first question consisted of recording all lessons, of which there 
were 16, on video and on mini-disk recorder (a microphone was clipped to Len's suit lapel). 
To ascertain the amount of English spoken by Len, a research assistant transcribed all lessons 
in plain text for analysis. All lessons were viewed globally to assess patterns of target 
language use. All the sixteen lessons were scrutinized for occasions when Len spoke English. 
The utterances, which we define based on Bakhtin’s work (1986) as presented in chapter 
three, were counted in general terms. The process of capturing the amount of time spent 
speaking English was not as straightforward as it had been in the two previous case studies. 
More detail on how we arrived at the total amount of time speaking English is presented in 
section 6.3.1.  
 
Question two 
Question two, at the microgenetic level, is concerned with whether the target language use is 
characterized as being monologic or dialogic. Nystrand et al. (1997) borrow from Gutierrez 
(1993) her definition of what constitutes ‘recitation’ and ‘responsive-collaborative script’ and 
we apply the properties of both respectively to the data for analysis, as presented in chapter 
two. The type of discourse patterns that emerge from the data are illustrated in the research 
findings by classifying the utterances made by Len and the students in terms of whether the 
discourse patterns are monologic or dialogic and presenting a partial transcript from one of 
the fourteen lessons.  
 
The type of discourse patterns that emerge from the data are illustrated in the research 
findings by: classifying the utterances made by Len and the students in terms of whether the 
discourse patterns are monologic or dialogic and presenting a partial transcript from one of 
the 16 lessons. 
 
Question three 
Question three, at the ontogenetic and historical level is concerned with identifying the 
relationship between the teacher’s, students’ and school’s beliefs and the discourse patterns 
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established by the teacher.  Answering this question involved conducting five semi-structured 
interviews immediately before or following lessons in addition to two more interviews of 60 
minutes. We chose two interviews of one hour instead of one interview of 90 minutes, as done 
in the first case study, for two reasons. First, as we were looking specifically at beliefs in 
terms of language learning and teaching we had a number of questions, such as “how do you 
think students learn to speak English?” that could be asked early on in the data collection 
process to orient our thinking. Second, as we gained experience in segmenting and coding we 
were able to form preliminary categories early on in data collection and analysis. The second 
semi-structured interview thus permitted us to verify our interpretation of the data during the 
process of data collection.  
 
To place Len’s beliefs in the context of the school, one of Len’s other classes was observed as 
well as another English lesson and a Mathematics and Chemistry class. Further, school 
documentation was collected to identify underlying beliefs. Len read one of the final versions 
of the chapter and confirmed that our analysis of him and our reported findings are accurate. 
6.3 Findings 
6.3.1 Question one: To what extent does Len use the target language? 
To demonstrate the extent of Len's target language use in the classroom, the first research 
question, we first place the language use in the context of the English staff’s organization of 
instruction for one semester, Len’s organization of instruction for one semester and Len’s 
organization of instruction for one day. 
The English department’s organization of instruction for one semester 
The government guidelines for the secondary school curriculum are not content specific.  As 
such, the department is responsible for setting the curriculum. The English staff uses the 
textbook "Here's to you" (Ederveen, Rooksen, & Strahan, 1998) as a framework for the 
organization of instruction.  More specifically, the textbook is generally used to determine the 
theme of the unit and the vocabulary and grammar that will be covered. 
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Every three to four weeks there is a test on the unit.  The students are also regularly tested on 
a particular skill.  During the research the students wrote four tests: end-of-year, unit, listening 
and writing tests. The tests are written by the staff.  Two staff members are responsible for 
writing each test. The test-writing team generally consists of one teacher from the year of the 
concerned class and one teacher from another grade.  
 
The English department knows in advance what vocabulary and grammar will be on each test.  
How the teacher covers the contents of the theme is determined by the individual teacher.  
Len said that the teachers are moving away from using the textbook as they consider many 
components to be not interesting or relevant for the students (teacher interview, 11/12/01).  
Colleagues collect and create a great deal of their own material.  For example, Len used the 
music and lyrics from a song to practise listening skills.  He said that the textbook had a 
listening text about yogurt but he said, "Why read about yogurt when you can listen to a 
song?"  (teacher interview, 11/12/01).  Len considered his own song to be more grade and 
age-appropriate than the text supplied by the publisher. 
Len’s organization of instruction for one semester 
During the period of data collection 1 1/2 units of the textbook were covered. A variety of 
activities, instructional approaches and exercises were used throughout the semester and in 
addition, patterns of target language use varied from lesson to lesson. Given the lack of 
consistency in terms of a type of activity and target language use, it was not possible to 
choose a lesson randomly and depict an average lesson by means of a table as done in case 
studies one and two. Therefore, to capture the extent of target language use in the classroom 
we first give a breakdown of the activities and language used by both the teacher and students 
for each lesson observed as shown in table 6.2. From the table of classroom activities we then 
count the number of minutes devoted to speaking English by both the teacher and students 
(see table 6.4).  Then, from the number of lessons where spoken English occurs we justify the 
selection for detailed analysis in terms of counting the number of utterances made by the 
teacher and students in English (see table 6.5). We begin by depicting the classroom activities 
followed during data collection in table 6.2. 
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Table 6.2 Classroom activities 
Date Activity Type Skill Duration 
in 
minutes 
Pre-
dominant 
language 
use teacher 
Pre-
dominant 
language 
use student 
11/12/01 Fill in the 
blanks of a 
song 
 
Class Listening 40  Dutch Dutch 
17/12/01 Read and 
answer 
questions to 
a text 
 
Class Reading 40  Dutch Dutch 
08/01/02 Degrees of 
comparison 
Scheduling 
 
Class Grammar 15  Dutch Dutch 
10/01/02 End of year 
test 
Individual Listening 
Grammar 
40 NA NA 
29/01/02 Discussion 
  
Small 
groups 
Speaking 45  English English 
05/02/02 Filling 
blanks of a 
speech 
 
Class Listening 40  Dutch Dutch 
07/02/02 Introduction 
of a book 
Modal verbs 
 
Class Reading 
Grammar 
35  
10  
English  
Dutch 
NA (lecture)
21/02/02 Unit test 
Interview 
with 
researcher 
 
Small 
groups 
NA 
Speaking 
15  
20  
NA English 
28/02/02  Translation 
exercise in 
groups 
Discussion 
  
Small 
groups 
 
Grammar 
Speaking 
15  
20  
Dutch, 
English 
Dutch, 
English 
05/03/02 Discussion 
Filling 
blanks of a 
poem 
 
Small 
groups 
Speaking 
Listening 
15  
20  
English 
Dutch 
English 
Dutch 
12/03/02 Test 
Give 
Class NA 
Speaking 
15  
10  
Dutch 
English 
Dutch 
English 
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Date Activity Type Skill Duration 
in 
minutes 
Pre-
dominant 
language 
use teacher 
Pre-
dominant 
language 
use student 
directions in 
English 
Read article 
and answer 
questions 
 
Reading 15  English English 
19/03/02 Discussion Small 
groups 
Speaking 40  English English 
26/03/02 Listen to 
Text and 
answer 
questions 
 
Class Listening 40  Dutch Dutch 
02/04/02 Write a 
letter 
 
Individual Writing 40  Dutch Dutch 
11/04/02 Test Individual Writing 40 NA NA 
17/04/02 Correct 
written test 
 
Small 
groups 
Writing 40  Dutch Dutch 
 
On examination of the table it appears that only 40 minutes of the 50 -minute lessons, and 
sometimes even less, are accounted for in the table above. Ten minutes, usually five minutes 
at the beginning and five minutes at the end of the lesson, are moments that Len deliberately 
chooses to talk to the students in Dutch.  The first five minutes are devoted to seeing "how the 
students come in” (teacher interview, 19/03/02).  He asks questions such as "how are you 
feeling?" if a student has been away ill, "does anyone know any jokes?” to open a discussion 
about humour (class video, 12/03/02), and “how was the test?” (class video, 26/03/02) 
following the writing of a math exam. He also responds to comments from the students such 
as, "I saw you at the rehearsal [of the school play] yesterday" (class video, 28/02/02).  The 
last five minutes of the lesson are used to interact with the students. For example, at the end of 
one lesson he asked the students “who has heard something interesting, a highlight of the 
vacation?” (class video,  28/04/02). The question prompted several responses resulted in a 
classroom discussion in English that lasted the remaining five minutes of the lesson. The 
remaining, unaccountable time is spent on non-instructional matters such as announcing test 
dates and handing out assignments. This is normally done in Dutch. 
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Further, an examination of the language used indicates that the students interact with Len in 
the language spoken by Len. Finally, Len speaks Dutch when providing information about 
tests and scheduling, disciplining the students and instructing all skill apart from speaking.  
Calculating the amount of time devoted to working on spoken skills vis-à-vis the other skill 
areas, excluding tests, engenders table 6.3. 
 
Table 6.3 Number of minutes devoted to teaching all skill areas (tests are excluded) 
Skill Number of minutes per lesson Total 
Listening 40 40 20 40 - - 140 
Reading 40 35 15 - - -   90 
Grammar 15 10 15 - - -   40 
Writing 40 40 - - - -   80 
Speaking 45 20 20 15 10 40 150 
 
Table 6.3 indicates that, in total, more minutes are devoted to practising speaking than to any 
other skill area.  Second, spoken skills are integrated into more lessons than the other skill 
areas.  
 
To provide a more accurate description of the extent of target language use we count the 
number of utterances made in English by both the teacher and the students in one of the six 
lessons in which target language was used predominantly by both Len and the students. The 
criterion for choosing a lesson to count the number of utterances was that there was 
interaction between Len and the students.  This ruled out four of the six lessons because in 
these lessons the students discussed English in groups.  Of the remaining two lessons, where 
English was spoken by the entire class and teacher in a frontal-type lesson, we chose the 
lesson where the time spent speaking English was the longest, that is, 15 minutes rather than 
10. 
 
Based on the findings of Len’s target language use we conclude that the extent of his target 
language use is reserved to lessons focused on practising spoken skills, and work on spoken 
skills accounts for six of the 16 lessons observed or 38% of the lessons. Given this 
information we now move to the second research question, is the target language use 
monologic or dialogic?  
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6.3.2 Question two: Is the target language use monologic or dialogic? 
To assess how the target language is used in the classroom we provide a partial transcript of 
one of the two lessons in which the target language was used in a discussion with the entire 
class. The following excerpt is from a class discussion to open the textbook theme of "Money, 
money, money". 
 
T - “Is it true that success is measured in terms of money?” 
S1 - “No, you can also have success in you marriage, or the football club.  So you don't have 
to have big money.” 
T - “But what is that, success in your marriage?” 
S1 - “A good marriage, you don't have a fight.  And you're just happy together.” 
T - “Yeah, so a good marriage, or good relation, leads to happiness.  Does that equal 
success?... Carrie, what determines success for you?” 
S2 - “Uhm, a good job.” 
T - “A good job.” 
S2 - “And when people like you.” 
T - “Yeah that's true.  Everybody wants to be liked in a way.” 
S2 - “That's it.” 
T - “That's it.  And when do you have a good job, according to you?” 
S2 - “If you like it and you earn enough money to live.”… 
T - "Eric, if I remember correctly there is only one thing important and that's an Oldsmobile 
or something." 
S3 - "Not only that. I want to be in the future an electrician because I think I'm going to have 
fun in the job, that's true that's what I like to be in the future."  (class video, 05/03/02) 
 
Setting the above example of target language use against an analysis of the type of discourse 
patterns in English that prevail in the classroom engenders table 6.4. 
 
Table 6.4 Classroom discourse patterns in English 
Utterance Number of 
occurrences 
Topic 
Teacher-initiated question 37 Referential about the students’ views about 
money 
Student response to question 
asked (requested by teacher) 
36 The students’ views about money 
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The sample discourse is characterized by factors associated with dialogic discourse as defined 
by Gutierrez (1993) which are as follows: 
• Len asks referential questions. Some of the questions he asks are personal, the 
answers to which are unknown and unpredictable. 
• The questions are formulated in such a way that an answer of more than one word, or 
short phrase, is required.  
• The students’ responses form the basis of the next question posed by the teacher. In 
particular, a comment made about an American car by a student in a previous 
discussion (class video, 05/03/02) is used as springboard for asking him a question 
about cars in this discussion. 
 
Having established the type of target language use that Len maintains in the classroom we 
now turn to the third question, what is the relationship between the teacher’s, students’ and 
school’s beliefs and the discourse patterns established by Len? 
6.3.3 Question three: What is the relationship between the teacher’s, students’ and 
school’s beliefs and the discourse patterns established by Len? 
To determine the relationship between Len’s, the students’ and schools’ beliefs and the 
discourse patterns established in the classroom we reconstruct Len’s beliefs about language 
learning and teaching. Len’s beliefs are given shape, reinforced and strengthened by the 
students, in terms of their target language use, and by the school in terms of department and 
school-wide teaching practices. In the following section we explore and present how and why 
Len, the students and the school make up a discourse that is dialogic. We begin with Len as 
he is the object of the study.  
Teacher 
To discover the reasons why Len’s target language use is dialogic we conducted semi-
structured interviews and analyzed them in connection with the classroom observations to 
discover his underlying beliefs about teaching and language learning. Questions for the semi-
structured interviews were derived from the questions asked in the first study, field notes 
taken during class observations of target language use and analysis of the classroom audio and 
video recordings. Finally, the categories that were derived from the first case study oriented 
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our focus on revealing beliefs about language learning and use.  Moreover, as we had formed 
a construct for analyzing interaction based on Nystrand et al. (1997)’s work, questions were 
derived from their definition of monologic and dialogic discourse to reconstruct the students’ 
beliefs regarding language learning and use. To illustrate the process of grounded theory used 
to analyze the data from semi-structured interviews to segments, codes, subcategories and 
categories, we provide an example in tables 6.5 - 6.9.  We begin by listing a sampling of the 
questions asked during the first semi-structured interview with Len. 
 
Table 6.5 Types of questions asked during the first semi-structured interview 
Interview questions 
• Why did you choose to teach at this school? 
• Why did you decide to become an English teacher? 
• What was your teacher training like? 
• How did you learn to speak English? 
• What were your own secondary school English classes like? 
• What are the rules governing the use of English and Dutch? 
• You said that speaking English is important. Why? 
 
To distill beliefs from the semi-structured interviews we highlighted segments from the 
transcripts that revealed an indication of Len’s beliefs in terms of language learning and 
teaching. An example of a partial transcript is provided in table 6.6.  
 
Table 6.6 Partial transcript of a teacher interview (15/03/02) 
Teacher interview 
T - teacher 
I - interviewer 
 
T - In the students’ portfolio I only indicate where there is a mistake but not what the mistake 
is.  The students have to figure it out on their own (segment 1). So they have to discover what 
their mistakes are.  And if they don't understand then they can and I will explain it again 
[during the tutorial ‘Dalton’ hour].  The idea is that they [the students] write as much as 
possible and read as much as possible on their own.  And they also need to listen as much as 
possible.  And you see that the people who don't do very much fall behind (segment 2). With 
two hours of English class per week the students can learn the [language] rules but they of 
course don't learn a language (segment 3).  So we [the teachers] try to stimulate the students 
to use as much as possible on their own.  And if I have parents on parent night I try to get the 
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Teacher interview 
parents to, example, turn on the BBC in the morning so that the students automatically get 
information in English. [I say], “If you speak in English at work on a regular basis then try to 
do that with your son or daughter so that they're just naturally made to speak in English or to 
think for themselves (segment 4).  
I - What role does grammar play in the learning process? 
T - Technically the students learned all of the grammar rules in the lower grades and I notice 
that, in particular in the higher grades, I have a tendency to do as much in English as possible 
and then sometimes I say to students, "think about the genitive", or "think about the past 
tense" because it is absolutely futile to keep repeating [the rules].  You end up telling the same 
story 100.000 times.  As long as [the students] don't really have to do anything [active with 
the language] they continue to make mistakes (segment 5). In the fourth form we have set up 
tutorials because the [test] results weren't very good.  In the tutorials we have of course told 
the story [of the grammar rules] again and given extra exercises to do, but only the people 
who then do something [with the rules] make any progress (segment 6).  If you continue to 
point out things that they have written or said and refer to the grammar that you have 
explained, then they can do something with it [and make progress in English] (segment 7). 
  
From the partial interview above we obtained seven segments. The seven semi-structured 
interviews from the total analysis provided a total of 92 segments. All segments were 
assigned a code in the form of a short phrase to capture the essence of the segment’s meaning. 
In the course of the repetitive analysis of the coding procedure the segments that did not 
appear to generate information related to the research questions were eliminated. Other 
segments that were nearly identical in meaning were combined under one code. The coding of 
the segments from the interview transcript is provided in table 6.7. 
 
Table 6.7 Coding of segments of the teacher interview 
Coded segments 
Code 1 - Students need to be active in their learning. (segment 1) 
Code 2 - Active students learn. (segment 2) 
Code 3 - Language is more than rules. (segment 3) 
Code 4 - Speaking in English needs to feel natural. (segment 4) 
Code 5 - Students need to think about what they are saying. (segment 5) 
Code 6 - Active use leads to language learning. (segment 6) 
Code 7 - Awareness of language use helps students to learn. (segment 7) 
 
From the coding procedure above we obtained seven codes. From the total analysis 67 codes 
emerged that were reduced to categories. Codes that contained similar properties were 
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combined to form subcategories, as shown below. During the process of repetitive analysis a 
number of codes that seemed to not offer pertinent information to answer the research 
questions were removed and others that, upon further analysis provided additional insight 
were added until eleven subcategories remained. The forming of subcategories from the codes 
from the interview transcript is given in table 6.8. 
 
Table 6.8 Forming subcategories of the codes from the teacher interview 
Subcategories of the codes 
Subcategory 1 - Learn by correcting own errors. (codes 1, 5, 6, 7) 
Subcategory 2 - Apply all knowledge and skills to speaking. (codes 2, 4) 
Subcategory 3 - Practice speaking. (code 3) 
 
From the forming of subcategories three subcategories emerged. From the total analysis six 
categories were derived and eleven subcategories that revealed Len’s beliefs about language 
learning and teaching. The process of deriving categories and subcategories from the data 
occurred as a result of cross-analysis, review of the data, discussion with other members of 
the research team and continual review and collection of data in an interactive and cyclical 
style by using the first case study as a framework and instrument in which to collect and 
analyze the data. The insight generated by the data revealed the emergence of concepts that 
were organized into core categories, categories and subcategories as illustrated in table 6.9.  
 
To describe the reasons why Len engages in dialogic discourse we navigate through the table 
from left to right. The choice for this presentation of the data was made in light of the fact that 
Len’s belief about learning informs his belief and thus practice of teaching as reflected in his 
use of dialogic discourse. More specifically, the two core categories, that we name using 
Nystrand et al. (1997)’s concepts of ‘discussion’ and ‘transformation of understandings’, 
proved to be central to understanding Len’s beliefs about learning and teaching. The data 
revealed that Len believes one learns by interacting, or getting along with others, learning to 
speak occurs by activating language skills and one learns through active monitoring.  Len’s 
belief of learning is reflected in his belief of teaching that consists of teaching how to interact 
with one another, facilitating the application of skills and encouraging peer and self-
correction. Len’s theories of learning and teaching are represented by his use of dialogic 
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discourse in terms of interacting and directing the students to interact with each other during 
group work sessions, facilitating students to apply language skills in their group work and 
encouraging students to correct each other and themselves in small group discussions as 
illustrated in table 6.9.  
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Table 6.9 Len’s analysis 
  Core category 
   Category 
• Subcategory 
 
Belief about 
learning:  
Discussion 
 
as 
reflected 
in ¨ 
Belief about 
teaching:  
Transformation 
of 
understandings 
 
as repre-
sented by 
¨ 
Dialogic discourse 
in the classroom 
     
Learn by interacting 
(get along) with others 
• Feel safe in a 
group 
• Follow 
conventions of 
group work 
process 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
¨ 
Teach how to 
interact with one 
another 
• Interact with 
the students in 
class 
discussions and 
in group work  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
¨ 
Teacher and students 
interact during group 
work sessions 
• Teacher interacts 
with students 
• Students follow 
conventions of 
group work 
     
Learn to speak by 
activating language 
skills 
• Apply skills  to 
speaking  
• Practice speaking 
 
 
 
 
¨ 
Facilitate applying 
skills 
 
• Suggest how to 
describe 
unknown 
words  
• Suggest how to 
improve 
English  
 
 
 
 
¨ 
Students apply 
language skills in 
group work 
     
Learn through active 
monitoring 
• Learn from each 
other 
• Learn by 
correcting own 
errors  
 
 
 
 
 
¨ 
Encourage peer  
and self correction 
• Tell students to 
correct each 
other  
• Eludes to errors 
without 
correcting  
 
 
 
¨ 
Students peer and 
self-correct in small 
group discussions  
 
In the following section we elaborate on Len’s beliefs about learning and teaching and how 
the beliefs are represented in his target language use in the classroom. We begin in the top left 
corner and present the category ‘learn by interacting (get along) with others’ by elaborating 
on the subcategories of ‘feel safe in a group’ and ‘follow conventions of group work process’. 
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We then explain how Len’s belief about learning is reflected in the category ‘teach how to 
interact with another’ by elaborating on the subcategory of ‘interact with the students in class 
discussions and group work’. We then give an example of how Len’s belief about teaching is 
represented in the target language use in the classroom under the title ‘teacher and students 
interact during group work sessions’. We follow the same process for the two additional 
groups of categories and provide a summary of Len’s beliefs at the end of the section before 
exploring the students’ beliefs about language learning. 
Category: Learn by interacting (get along) with others 
Len said that, “Speaking English begins...with getting the students to speak English" but this 
can only happen if students feel comfortable with each other and with themselves (teacher 
interview, 15/03/02). He emphasized that only if students feel an element of trust and level of 
ease with fellow pupils will they dare speak to each other in a group discussion. 
 
Len explained that trusting fellow students enables the pupils to work together, to speak in 
English and to help each other learn. He said that he learned this from growing up in a big 
family. Len said that “everything had to be negotiated…and that the classroom is no 
different” (teacher interview, 15/03/02). He gave as an example the type of lessons in which 
only five students participated in the class discussion. He said that these lessons were "very 
frustrating [because] you reached the wrong group... the ones that needed attention did not 
get it...they hid in the class... at the end of the year you had to conclude that they were people 
who actually had not learned anything" (teacher interview, 15/03/02). He said that the only 
way to avoid this situation was to make the students feel comfortable speaking. To avoid 
"grading their nerves" (teacher interview, 28/02/02) he ensures that the students get to know 
each other during their survival camp expeditions at the beginning of the year.  That makes it 
easier working together in groups, particularly if the students choose their own groups and 
topic of discussion.  Len confirmed, "it doesn't matter what they're talking about as long as 
they're talking in English" (teacher interview, 29/01/02). He said that in this way the students 
talk about personal things and get to know each other even more, “and I also get to know 
them more”, and "the atmosphere of the class is [the] most important part of the lesson" 
(teacher interview, 23/04/02). Len believes that students need to practice speaking English in 
order to learn to speak the language, but that they will only speak if they feel comfortable 
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with themselves and each other. Len's role, therefore, is to create an atmosphere of warmth 
and trust that will lead to the students getting along and interacting with one another during 
the conversation lessons.  
 
Ensuring that the warm atmosphere results in students speaking English to each other means 
that certain rules need to be observed.  First, students know that the speaking component is 
integrated into the classroom activities.  At the beginning of the year they are told that they 
need to form groups of three and speak English during class time or in their ‘Dalton’, or 
tutorial hour 15 times a year.  Second, students know that they need to speak English during 
the entire 30 minutes and take the task seriously or repeat the exercise.  Len said that at the 
beginning of the year a couple of groups did not conform to the rules and were required to 
duplicate the task after school. He reported that since then all of the students have completed 
the assignments accordingly. 
 
The rules of engagement are such that the groups choose a leader on a rotating basis and 
during the course of the year.  The leader ensures that the other group members talk, answer 
questions and listen to each other. The leader is responsible for maintaining a dialogue and 
ensuring that the team fills in the assignment sheet. How Len’s beliefs about learning are 
translated into discourse patterns is highlighted in the following section. 
Category: Teach how to interact with one another 
When beginning a new unit, Len begins a class discussion in English.  He asks referential 
questions such as, "Mark, money is important.  Does it determine success?"  (class video, 
05/03/02) and, "Nancy, you can take care of yourself, do you think you'd like to do that?  How 
do you think you'd like to do it?"  (class video, 05/03/02).  Len realizes that for most students 
speaking English in front of the class is difficult, so he prefers to continue to converse with 
students when they are working in groups. 
 
Len circulates among the groups and intervenes to redirect them to the group process by 
asking for example, “I’m only hearing monologue. Ask a question. What can you ask her?”  
(class video, 19/03/02).  He also involves himself in the discussion; "to get to know the 
students better" (teacher interview, 23/04/02).  Examples of dialogic discourse between Len 
CHAPTER 6: CASE STUDY THREE - LEN 
 
153 
and the students are provided below.  In addition, examples of dialogic discourse among 
students are also given as Len stated that the only way he can see if this teaching has had any 
effect is to see how the students interact with each other. 
Dialogic discourse patterns: Teacher and students interact during group work 
sessions  
Teacher interacts with students 
The following example, taken from a lesson for students to practice their English skills in 
small group discussions, indicates how Len's dialogic discourse patterns are used to interact 
with students to get to know them. 
 
T - “Have you always got something like this [rock] with you?” 
S -“ No, I found this on the mountain [that we climbed] and I said to Jerry and Lars that I 
would show them what it looks like when I slice it.” 
T - “Because they [also] went to Sicily [on the student exchange trip].” 
S - “Yeah.  I was with them.” 
T - “Oh, I was wondering why you had it with you.” 
S - “And then I said ‘I slice it and then it's beautiful and then I show it to you.’” 
T - “You found it [the rock] like this, I think.” 
S - “Yes, in a rock.” 
T - “And how did you know it was beautiful?” 
S -“You just see it on the outside because you see little pieces like this, the harder, shiny 
pieces.” 
T - “Like this one.” 
S - “Yes, and then if you have enough experience you can see that this is a nice stone.” (class 
video, 19/03/02) 
 
Students follow conventions of group work  
The following example, taken from a lesson for students to practice their English skills in 
small group discussions, indicates how dialogic discourse patterns are used among students.  
 
S1 - “What do you want to do at the University?” 
S2 - “I don’t want to go to University.” 
S1 - “What do you want to do?” 
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S2 - “I want to help people.” 
S1 - “Do you want to be a doctor?” 
S2 - “No, physiotherapy.”  (class video, 19/03/02)  
 
Finally, the students show that they follow the conventions of work group processes by 
making remarks such as, “What are you going to grade her [for her speaking]?” (class video, 
29/01/02). Further, when a girl started speaking in Dutch during group work the group leader 
said, “I don’t understand Dutch” (class video, 29/01/02).  
Category: Learn to speak by activating language skills 
Len said that when he was at school he learned translation techniques and grammar structures 
of English, French, German and Latin.  These provided a good basis for learning languages, 
the philosophy being, "[speaking], that you learn yourselves when you're talking to people" 
(teacher interview, 15/03/02).  Yet many of his classmates could barely speak English so this 
approach to teaching did little or nothing to aid the “many feeble language speakers” (teacher 
interview, 15/03/02) in the classroom. He said that living in London "made a substantial 
contribution to my speaking abilities" (teacher interview, 15/03/02).  He said he was therefore 
glad that "all four skill areas [writing, listening, reading and speaking] are [nowadays] 
integrated into the curriculum" because "grammar is not a language" (teacher interview, 
15/03/02) and "if you look at how students now talk, I think what they do is much better than 
we did then" (teacher interview, 15/03/02) because of the focus on speaking in the class. He 
also told of his 10-year-old daughter who learns sentences at school and "already speaks 
better English [than I did at that age]" (teacher interview, 15/03/02). 
 
Len said that students have English lessons for only two hours a week, and that is not 
sufficient to learn to speak the language.  He therefore encourages parents to stimulate their 
children to continue learning at home by, for example, "turning on the BBC so that they 
automatically get information in English" (teacher interview, 15/03/02) and bringing their 
children to work if they have a meeting in English.  By increasing the “students' exposure to 
English it will make it seem a normal part of their lives to hear and speak in the foreign 
language and will lead them to think in English and become more fluent” (teacher interview, 
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15/03/02). How Len’s belief that applying all four skills to learn how to speak English is 
reflected in his teaching practice presented in the following section. 
Category: Facilitate applying skills 
Len’s teaching practices aim to help students learn to speak English by applying the skills 
and knowledge that they have acquired from instruction.  Len assigns group discussion work 
and circulates to listen to how the students express themselves in English.  He says that he 
tries to intervene minimally to avoid turning the conversations "into a grammar lesson" 
(teacher interview, 23/04/02). He responds immediately if, for example, a verb tense error 
causes a misunderstanding, but prefers to not interrupt the flow of conversation and instead 
mention recurring errors to the whole class at a later time (teacher interview, 23/04/02).  
 
Len does, however, suggest strategies when he hears students struggle.  For example, in one 
group discussion Len told a student to "[not] make it difficult for yourself. If you don’t know 
a word like ‘heenreis’ simply call it the trip to Italy. Or the journey to Italy” (class video, 
28/02/02). Len also drew another pupil's attention to the pronunciation of the letter ‘r’ by 
telling the students to listen repeatedly to how the ‘r’ is pronounced in English and try to 
copy it (class video, 29/01/02).  Len also told one student, who seemed to be translating 
directly from Dutch to “try talking in English. Otherwise you’ll keep thinking in Dutch and 
that’s bad for your English” (class video, 29/01/02). Finally, he gave a student the tip that, 
“if you recognize that you find it difficult to speak English then talk English more…create a 
situation [so that] it comes automatically (class video, 28/02/02). How the students apply 
learning skills in group discussions is presented in the following section. 
Dialogic discourse patterns: Students apply language skills in group work 
The following citations show how students apply language skills by communicating in 
dialogic discourse during group work sessions.  
 
In the first example a student told a story about her student exchange trip to France.  She did 
not know how to say a word in English and said that she needed to look it up in the 
dictionary.  As she reached for the dictionary, however, another member of the group 
suggested that she try to make simpler sentences. 
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S1 - "We must draw a picture for the wall then we have to, oh hoe noem je dat? ik moet het 
opzoeken - " [oh, how do you say that?  I should look this up]. 
S2 - "Make easier sentences."   (class video, 19/03/02) 
 
In the example below the student did not know the English word for ‘school subject’.  
Another student translated the Dutch word for her as another student consulted the 
dictionary. 
 
S1 - "But drawing isn't a real vak."  
S2 - "Subject." 
S3 looks in the dictionary. 
S3 - "It's a subject." 
S1 - "You were right." (class video, 19/03/02) 
 
Finally, during one group work session Len had a matter outside the class that required his 
attention.  He was gone for 15 minutes and in his absence the students continued to speak in 
English. 
 Category: Learn through active monitoring 
When asked about correction, such as in the examples cited in the section above, Len replied 
that "we try to stimulate them to do as much as possible themselves... to correct...to read...to 
listen...[because] you see that the people that do very little, stay behind [in terms of their 
English development]" (teacher interview, 15/03/02).  One of the primary ways of 
encouraging the students to take an active role in their learning, he said, is by having them 
practice speaking English in groups. This enables them to put into practice what they have 
learned and to pay attention to their language use. 
 
To help the students pay attention to their language use they engage in self-correction. Len 
said that his manner of teaching serves as an example of how students can concentrate on 
what they say while reviewing grammar without giving explicit instructions because "you end 
up telling the same story 100 000 times.  As long as they [the students] don't really have to do 
anything [activate with the language] they continue to make mistakes" (teacher interview, 
15/03/02).  He also added that by talking, students monitor their language progress.  He said 
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that "my goal is for the students to improve their grades and also feel comfortable and freer to 
speak English... so far all the students have told me that they think that their spoken English 
has improved since September" (teacher interview, 15/03/02). 
 
Len said that some students still have trouble constructing grammatically correct sentences. 
Len stresses the message rather than the form, but sees the importance of trying to improve 
one's grammar, particularly since the staff-wide tests and government exams contain grammar 
components. He said that learning occurs when the students "can evaluate their own work" 
(teacher interview, 08/01/02) and as such, he provides the students with grammar exercises 
and answers for them to self-correct.  Rather than reviewing grammar components with the 
entire class, he tells the students "that it is your responsibility to make an appointment to see 
me if you have problems" (class video, 08/01/02). He added that learning involves more than 
being able to do grammar exercises.  So the students who require extra help receive "not only 
exercises, that's too boring.  So I try to get them to talk and write letters to see if they will 
[conjugate the verb tenses] automatically" (teacher interview, 21/02/02).  He said that he uses 
the same approach to writing; he circles the mistakes in their writing and the students make 
corrections and explain their answers (teacher interview, 17/04/02). 
 
When asked about the type of examples of self and peer correction noted in the class videos 
Len said "you learn from each other, that's the best way" (teacher interview, 15/03/02).  To 
create the conditions for students to learn from each other, Len said that "the students work 
regularly in pairs or in small groups to complete exercises and assignments" (teacher 
interview, 29/01/02).  In addition, the students engage in small group discussions in English 
15 times a year (teacher interview, 29/01/02).  One of the expectations of the discussion 
groups is that students correct each other's spoken English as they respond better to 
corrections made from fellow pupils. Len says, however, that peer corrections can only occur 
when the students feel comfortable with each other (teacher interview, 15/03/02). 
Category: Encourage peer and self-correction 
Examples of instances when Len specifically asked students to self and peer correct spoken 
English are not found in the video or audio recordings.  However, students did just that.  They 
corrected themselves and each other's spoken English as we show in the following section.  
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We conclude that because the rules of spoken English were explicitly stated in the beginning 
of the year, it was not considered necessary for Len to repeat them. 
 
On a number of occasions, however, Len specifically requested that the students assist each 
other in completing grammar or writing assignments.  In particular, the students were 
assigned a letter writing task (class video, 02/04/02).  The students were instructed, in Dutch, 
to assist each other in writing a draft version of the letter.  Although students spoke to each 
other in Dutch, examples of them helping each other were recorded.  For example, one 
student began to write a sentence containing the word 'wherein'. He asked his fellow student, 
"wherein...Dat zeg je niet. Hoe zeg je dat? [“You can't say that. How do you say that?"] (class 
video, 17/04/02). Another student asked her partner how to begin an informal letter.  In 
another lesson Len returned to writing tests and asked the students to assist each other in 
correcting the errors.  The students were instructed to not only correct the errors but to also 
explain what the corrections were.   
 
Although the examples provided above are in Dutch, they show how Len’s teaching practices 
encouraged the students to apply strategies in English.  In the following section examples are 
given of how students correct themselves and their peers in dialogic discourse in English.  
Dialogic discourse patterns: Students peer and self-correct in small group 
discussions 
The following citations are taken from conversations students had when working in groups to 
talk about their student exchange projects.  In these examples the students correct themselves 
in small group discussions. 
 
S1 - "In the evening we went to the bioscoop oops! Movies..." 
S2 - "We went on the - what you call it - the fast train and there we go to Parijs uh Paris and 
to the underground and another train to the city..."  
S3 - "It was a three-hour flight and we arrive, arrived on Saturday and we went to school by 
bus."  (class video, 19/03/02) 
 
The following citations are taken from conversations students had when working in groups to 
talk about their student exchange projects. In these examples students correct each other. 
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S1 - “in the evening we went to a coffee, cafe, “ 
S2 - "A pub." 
S1 - "Oh yeah, a pub, and the next day we filled the drawing on the wall..." (class video, 
19/03/02) 
 
S3 - "So what are we going to talk about?"   
S4 - "My watch, ha ha." 
S3 - "Yesterday I made a wall of beton." 
S4 - "Beton is concrete." (class video, 19/03/02) 
Summary of Len's beliefs 
Len's teaching goal is for students to improve in all four skill areas: reading, writing, listening 
and speaking.  He emphasized that he wants students to "feel more comfortable speaking 
English" (teacher interview, 15/03/02) as the whole point of learning a language is to be able 
to communicate.  When asked how Len would know if improvements have been made in the 
four skill areas he responded that the test scores would be higher and the students would be 
increasingly “aware of their English mistakes" (teacher interview, 15/03/02). 
 
Len said the only way that students can be aware of their spoken English is if they are active 
with the language.  To do this they need to not only use the language by means of watching 
listening and reading English, but also use the language to communicate.  Len believes 
communicating in English is vital for language development.  Yet, Len contended, students 
will only speak if they feel comfortable speaking.  So he creates an atmosphere that is 
conducive to feeling safe.  Len does this by getting to know the students so that he can 
establish a relationship with them.  For example, this includes knowing with whom “you need 
to be more careful" (teacher interview, 15/03/02).  This is what getting along with others is all 
about.  He learned the importance of getting along with others and restoring broken 
relationships as he is from a large family.  Len claims that the classroom situation is identical 
to that of a family and that a good teacher is one who can get along with peers and students 
alike.  
 
Len gets to know the students in various ways.  At the beginning of the year he goes on a 
survival trip with the students.  Before the class he finds out what’s going on by asking 
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questions about previous classes.  He said getting to know the students is a two-way 
experience; he tells them also about his life.  For example he told the students that it was his 
25th wedding anniversary and that he was going to give a big party for colleagues. Initially, 
he said, all the activities that he engages in to get to know the students only happens in Dutch 
because, he said, the students who are less confident about their English will not say anything 
personal about themselves in that language.  However, as the students become increasingly 
comfortable speaking English to each other in small groups, he can ask them personal 
questions in English during the group work activities (teacher interview, 23/04/02). 
   
Len gives instructions in Dutch to ensure that all students understand the subject material and 
instructions for classroom and homework activities.  This is a conscious choice based on 
previous experience when, one year, Len attempted to speak only English to a class of junior 
students. After the second day of class, however, two girls came to see him in his office.  
They were almost in tears because they said that they could not understand what he said in 
class.  Len said that the two girls had come to see him with this problem but that others would 
have just "tuned out" (teacher interview, 29/01/02).  Len claims that once students have tuned 
out it is difficult, if not impossible, to “get them back” (teacher interview, 29/01/02) and thus 
be able to teach them. 
 
From that moment on Len decided to give instructions in Dutch to ensure that everyone 
would understand him but also to make a clear distinction between when English was 
requested from the students and when Dutch would be accepted. 
 
The consequence of Len’s target language use is that he is able to reach his goal of helping 
the students improve their language skills and, in particular, their spoken language use.  He is 
able to engage the students in meaningful use of the target language English. The reasons why 
the students engage in dialogic discourse among each other are explored in the following 
section. 
The students 
To discover the reasons why the students use the target language the way they do we 
conducted semi-structured interviews and analyzed them in connection with the classroom 
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observations. Questions for the semi-structured interviews were derived from the findings of 
the first case study, field notes taken during class observations of target language use and 
analysis of the classroom audio and video recordings. Moreover, as we had formed a 
construct for analyzing interaction based on Nystrand et al. (1997)’s work, questions were 
derived from his definition of monologic and dialogic discourse to reconstruct the students’ 
beliefs regarding language learning and use.  
 
To illustrate the process of grounded theory used to analyze the data from semi-structured 
interviews to segments, codes, subcategories and categories we provide an example in tables 
6.10 - 6.14.  We begin by listing a sampling of the questions asked during the first semi-
structured interview with the students. 
 
Table 6.10 Types of questions asked during the semi-structured interviews 
Interview questions 
• Do you like speaking in English? When do you like it and when do you not like it? 
• What is your experience in speaking English? Think of holidays, discussions with 
foreigners, English classes, etc. 
• Do you like speaking in English in class? When do you like it and when do you not like 
it? 
• Do you like speaking to each other in English in the class? When do you like it and when 
do you not like it? 
• Do you like speaking to the teacher in English in the class? When do you like it and when 
do you not like it? 
• What do you think about the quality of your spoken English? 
 
To distill beliefs from the semi-structured interviews we highlighted segments from the 
transcripts that indicated the students’ beliefs about language learning.  
 
The transcript that follows is in its original language as all the student interviews were 
conducted in English. This departure from the other case studies was done because when only 
half the class was present one day Len decided to devote the lesson to practising spoken 
English skills. The students were given a list of questions that resembled the questions listed 
on table below. The students were divided into two groups.  This produced two groups, one of 
four students and one of five students.  As the researcher could not listen in to all parts of the 
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discussions, the decision was made to create two groups.  That way one group could be 
videotaped and the other group could be audio taped for analysis following the lesson. Len 
was absent during the group discussion but joined the class at the end of the lesson. 
 
The remaining six students were interviewed at a later date.  It had been decided that since 
half the class had been interviewed in English, the other students would also speak English 
during the interview. The transcript that follows is from one of the group discussions.  The 
students did not object to speaking English during the interviews or discussion time. 
 
Although the two types of data collection were not identical (group discussion versus 
interview), the segments, codes and subcategories derived from the analysis show that the 
students’ views were consistent in both types of data collection. An example of a partial 
transcript is provided in table 6.11.  
 
Table 6.11 Partial transcript and segmenting of a student group discussion (21/02/02) 
Student group discussion 
S1 - student one 
S2 - student two 
S3 - student three 
S4 - student four 
S5 - student five 
 
S1 - I learned to speak English from the TV.  I watch a lot of TV. 
S2 - You don't only read the translation (segment 1) but you listen (segment 2).  Oh, but listen 
to English as well. 
S3 - And just speak English to each other in class (segment 3).  Sometimes I think in English 
and that's good (segment 4). 
S4 - If you practice it then you learn it (segment 5). 
S2 - And how did you learn to speak English, Pam? 
S5 - Not. 
S2 - And you, Jonas? 
S4 - To watch a lot of TV, movies, and to have a lot of conversations in English with each 
other (segment 6). 
S2 - I used to think in English on the toilet!  I sat on the toilet and thought everything in 
English?  So that's how I learned it. 
S1 - I do it on the bike when I bike alone (segment 7). 
S2 - Now what's the quality of your spoken English? 
S5 - Not so good. 
S3 - Not so good? 
S1 - A seven. 
S3 - I think my English is pretty good, actually. 
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Student group discussion 
S2 - I think it’s pretty bad. 
S3 - It's better than French guys or German.  We are better than the French or Germans' 
English. 
S1 - From Dutch it's easier to learn because it's similar, it's logical. 
S3 - No, it's because we have all the TV programs in English they have synchronization. 
S1 - James Bond in German, it's terrible!... [off topic]. 
S2 - What amount or kind of the English have you learned at school?  
S1 - Not so much, I think. 
S3 - I think the grammar. 
S4 - Yeah, the grammar (segment 8). 
S3 - But the speaking, the how to say it, that you learn at home (segment 7).... [off-topic] 
S2 - What is the best way to learn to speak English? 
S3 - Just speak as much as you can and learn from others, from your teachers, from TV. 
S2 - How did you learn to speak English? 
S4 - From the teachers, from TV, from parents, brothers, other people (segment 9). 
 
The partial transcript above delivered nine segments. From the total analysis 67 segments 
emerged. All segments were assigned a code in the form of a short phrase to capture the 
essence of the segment’s meaning. In the course of the coding procedure of repetitive analysis 
the segments that appeared to be unrelated to the research questions were eliminated. Other 
segments that were nearly identical in meaning were combined under one code. The coding of 
the segments from the partial transcript is given in table 6.12. 
 
Table 6.12 Coding of segments of the student group discussion 
Coding of segments 
Code 1 - Learn words by reading subtitles on television. (segment 1) 
Code 2 - Learn words by listening to English television. (segment 2) 
Code 3 - Learn by speaking to peers in class. (segment 3) 
Code 4 - Thinking in English helps to improve spoken English. (segment 4) 
Code 5 - Learn to speak by practising. (segment 5 ) 
Code 6 - Learn by talking in groups in English. (segment 6) 
Code 7 - Learn to speak by thinking in English. (segment 7) 
Code 8 - Learn grammar at school. (segment 8) 
Code 9 - Learn pronunciation outside school. (segment 8) 
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From the coding procedure above nine codes emerged. From the total analysis 17 codes 
emerged that were further reduced to categories. Codes that contained similar properties were 
combined to form subcategories, as shown below. During the process of repetitive analysis a 
number of codes that did not seem to offer information pertinent to answering the research 
questions were omitted and others that, upon further analysis, provided additional information 
were added until eight subcategories remained. The forming of subcategories from the codes 
from the partial interview transcript is provided in table 6.13. 
 
Table 6.13 Forming subcategories of codes from the student group discussion 
Forming of subcategories 
Subcategory 1 - Learn from each other in group discussions. (codes 3, 5, 6) 
Subcategory 2 - Learn phrases and vocabulary from the media. (codes 1, 2) 
Subcategory 3 - Learn by being active with the language. (codes 4, 7, 9) 
Subcategory 4 - Learn grammar rules from the teacher. (code 8) 
 
From the process of deriving subcategories four subcategories were elicited. From the total 
analysis eight categories were derived that revealed the students’ beliefs about language use 
and learning. The process of deriving categories and subcategories from the data occurred as a 
result of cross-analysis, review of the data, discussion with other members of the research 
team and continual review and collection of data in an interactive and cyclical style. Finally, 
the categories that were derived from the first case study oriented our focus on revealing 
beliefs about language learning and use. The insight generated by the data revealed the 
emergence of concepts that were organized into core categories, categories and subcategories 
as illustrated in table 6.14.  
 
To describe the reasons why the students use English the way they do, the data are organized 
according to why they speak English in school and how they think languages are learned, and 
why they speak English outside the classroom, and why they think that language use outside 
the classroom is beneficial. More specifically, one core category emerged that proved central 
to understanding the students’ beliefs about language learning. Namely, that one learns to 
speak by peer and self-correction in meaningful discussion. The related categories that 
emerged from the data center on the students’ beliefs about learning and teaching, 
CHAPTER 6: CASE STUDY THREE - LEN 
 
165 
respectively. The choice for this manner of organization was made in light of the fact that the 
students’ responses to the semi-structured interviews and group discussions revealed how 
their use of spoken English is related to their views about how languages are learned. In 
addition, presenting the data in this way shows the consistency between the students’ views 
about how languages are learned and how they use the language both in and outside the 
school. This confirms the importance of context in shaping language practices in the 
classroom as presented in table 6.14. 
 
Table 6.14 The students’ analysis 
Core category 
 Category 
• Subcategory 
 
Learn to speak by peer and self-correction in meaningful discussion  
Formal learning occurs at school 
• Learn grammar rules from the teacher
• Learn speaking strategies from the 
teacher  
 
Informal learning occurs outside school 
• Learn phrases, expressions, 
pronunciation and vocabulary from 
the media 
Practical learning occurs at school 
• Learn from others in group 
discussion 
• Learn from own mistakes in group 
discussion 
• Learn by being active with language 
 
Practical learning occurs outside school 
• Learn by talking to foreigners 
• Learn to think in English 
 
In the following section we elaborate on the students’ beliefs about learning. We begin in the 
top left corner and present the category ‘formal learning occurs at school’ by elaborating on 
the subcategories of ‘learn grammar rules from the teacher’ and ‘learn speaking strategies 
from the teacher’. We then explain the category ‘practical learning occurs at school’ by 
describing the subcategories. We follow the same process for the two additional groups of 
categories of outside school use of spoken English and conclude this section by providing a 
summary of the students’ analysis.  
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Category: Formal learning occurs at school 
When asked what they had learned at school the students’ resonating answer was grammar 
(interview with Jonas, 12/03/02; interview with Mary, 12/03/02; interview with Robert, 
21/02/02). However, the students said that not a great deal of grammar had been taught this 
year as the focus had been placed on the speaking component (interview with Jonas, 
12/03/02).  Most students agreed that Len had taught them vocabulary, the concept that they 
need to think in English and speaking strategies such as, "When you don't know a word you 
can say it with words you know" (interview with Mary,12/03/02). 
Category: Practical learning occurs at school 
When asked how they learned to speak English most students responded that classroom 
discussions were important because they benefited from "practising speaking English in 
class" (interview with Natalie, 17/04/02). They claimed that "if you practice it you learn it" 
(interview with Ron, 21/02/02) and that “the more you speak, the better" (interview with 
Natalie, 17/04/02; interview with Carrie, 12/03/02; interview with Monique, 12/03/02). 
Another student added "you learn from your mistakes" (interview with Steve, 21/02/02) and 
from “other students” (interview with Monique, 12/03/02). Another student added that to 
learn the correct grammar one needs to do many practice exercises and that "the more you 
practice the more you get a better feeling [for using the correct grammar]” (interview with 
Jonas, 12/03/02). Students unanimously agreed that Len’s insistence that they "don't use 
Dutch words only English words" (interview with Carrie, 12/03/02) had helped them improve 
their oral skills and make them feel more at ease speaking the language in class. Finally, 
another student added, "he [Len] asks a question and you have to answer it in English most of 
the time" (interview with Robert, 21/02/02), "but you learn from it so it's actually good" 
(interview with Sandra, 21/02/02). 
 
Some students said that they are afraid to make mistakes (interview with Monique, 12/03/02) 
because they "don't know what the answer is and it's pretty difficult to think ‘what am I going 
to tell him?’"  (interview with Jonas, 12/03/02). However, all students reported feeling 
comfortable working in groups where the quality of their spoken English in class is equivalent 
to that spoken outside.   
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The only difference the students noted in the classroom setting was their increased 
concentration on the accuracy of their grammar use (interview with Jonas, 12/03/02). 
Category: Informal learning occurs outside school 
Learning to speak English, for the students, extends beyond the boundaries of the formal 
teaching that they receive at school. Most students expressed the need to continue listening 
and reading in English at home because, for example, “in many films you miss out on the 
jokes and stuff if you only read the subtitles” (interview with Robert, 21/02/02), so “you have 
to read the translation and listen to the film” (interview with Sam, 21/02/02). The students 
attributed their learning of vocabulary, pronunciation, phrases and expressions to English 
media because “when you watch movies and TV or on the computer there’s a lot of English 
and then you start learning it” (interview with Jonas, 12/03/02). They added that exposure to 
English phrases on TV, radio, Internet and chat rooms had increased their passive skills and 
given them increased confidence to communicate with others in English both at school and 
outside school.  
Category: Practical learning occurs outside school 
Applying the vocabulary, phrases, expressions and grammar in conversation with foreigners 
appeared to be a natural extension of the classroom discussions they engaged in at school. As 
one student said, “one hour of classroom talk is not enough. You need three weeks” (interview 
with Emily, 17/04/02). Most students recalled specific and recent experiences of speaking 
with foreigners on winter and summer holidays or on student exchanges. They said that 
speaking “English goes so automatically [on holiday]” (interview with Monique, 12/03/02) 
and that “conversations with English people and going on vacation, that’s the way [to 
learn]” (interview with Sandra, 21/02/02). The only difference between speaking in class 
discussion groups and with foreigners was that “you don’t think about the grammar as much” 
(interview with Carl, 17/04/02). In fact, the distinction between English use in school, in 
groups, and outside school appeared to be nonexistent. The response to the question, is your 
English better in school or outside school was, “no, why should it?” (interview with Steve, 
21/02/02). 
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Summary of students’ beliefs 
The students believe that learning to speak English involves formal and informal learning in 
combination with practice both in and outside the school.  The formal aspect of learning 
involves the study and application of grammar rules and vocabulary.  The informal type of 
learning constitutes, among other things, reading subtitles and listening to English movies and 
television to learn English expressions, phrases and vocabulary.  The students believe that 
speaking English is a valid, important and normal aspect of learning to speak English both at 
school in group discussions and outside school. The students feel comfortable speaking 
English to each other, to the point that one student said to the researcher during the interview 
"I guess we think it's [English] not bad because otherwise we’d be speaking Dutch and not 
English [to you in the teacher’s absence]” (interview with Brian, 21/02/02). 
 
The students reported feeling at ease when speaking in groups and believed that the quality of 
their spoken English when speaking in groups in class and when speaking English outside of 
class was identical.  They said that they spoke English less effectively when speaking in front 
of the class.  They fear making mistakes and being unable to answer the teacher’s questions.  
The students clearly have a different view of English in school versus English out of school, 
but equate group discussions to speaking outside of school. 
 
The recurring responses to the question, how do you learn to speak English, are "[you learn 
by] just do[ing] it" (interview with Steve, 21/02/02; interview with Brian, 21/02/02) and "if 
you practice it then you learn it" (interview with Sam, 21/02/02).  These two statements are 
reflected in the school policy and practices that influence Len’s, and his students’, use of 
dialogic discourse in the classroom.  We explore the context of the school in the following 
section. 
Other classes and school 
A visit to other classes revealed that Len is not alone in establishing dialogic discourse in the 
classroom. For example, in Chemistry class the students were given problems to solve and 
had the choice to work alone, in consultation with each other or in groups to find the answers.  
The students had the answers to the problems and the teacher, Aidan, circulated to help the 
students who experienced difficulties. When asked about his teaching style, Aidan replied, 
CHAPTER 6: CASE STUDY THREE - LEN 
 
169 
"twenty years ago I thought I was the expert who had to explain everything, be the expert.  
Not anymore, here at school the focus is on autonomous learning" (interview with Aidan, 
17/12/01). 
 
Further, a visit to one of Len’s colleague’s English classes showed similar patterns of dialogic 
discourse.  For example, the teacher spoke Dutch to the students to explain a grammar rule, 
and then switched to English when instructing the students to proceed with a group activity.  
The students had been assigned the task of finding a photograph or picture at home that had 
some personal significance for them.  In groups they were to each present the photograph or 
picture and discuss with the group members the significance of the artifact.  The teacher 
circulated among the group and asked individuals referential questions related to the artifacts 
in English (classroom observations, 22/05/02). 
 
The school’s focus is placed on students' involvement in their learning and is reflected in the 
school study guide.  In terms of foreign language learning the guide states that to learn 
languages you "[can] only learn by being active with the material.  If you only listen passively 
to the teacher or only watch TV you will remember very little of the language" (Guide to the 
secondary school, 2002, p.10).  The guide also provides tips for students to apply their 
language knowledge.  For example, the guide suggests that when confronted with new words, 
the students should first try to determine if there are syllables that they recognize from other 
words. 
 
The concepts of negotiation and cooperation are reflected in the school plan (School plan of 
the secondary school, 1999) that states, "because the Dalton manner of working is primarily a 
code for behaviour in terms of respect means that the implementation of the Dalton way of 
working is significant in terms of the social fabric of the entire organization.  Dalton means 
honesty and openness, even when people are critical of each other" (p. 12).  This is reflected 
in, for example, how the homeroom coordinator meets with the class once a week to discuss 
potential problems and conflicts (teacher interview, 02/04/02). 
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In terms of his own experience, Len said he learned to become a teacher from a couple of 
teachers who inspired him early on in his career.  He had also been involved in workshops 
organized by staff members in collaboration with an educational institute.  During the 
workshops he learned that "teaching is not only explaining grammar" (teacher interview, 
15/03/02). Every couple of weeks staff members still meet to discuss ideas and exchange 
practices and this creates, within the school, an "attitude [of] wanting to listen to each other, 
ask others' opinions, and ask how other people work" (teacher interview, 15/03/02).  This is 
critical for the staff because, he said, the greatest asset a teacher has to get along with others. 
In summary, dialogic discourse is espoused by the school and entrenched in practices 
involving both the students and the staff. 
6.4 Chapter summary 
In this case study we have examined the extent to which Len uses the target language, 
identified whether the type of language use is monologic or dialogic and discovered the 
relationship between Len’s, the students’ and school’s beliefs and the discourse patterns 
established by Len.  
 
In answer to the first question we discovered that in the six lessons where English was spoken 
predominantly by both the teacher and the students, Len used the target language almost 
exclusively, as did the students. In answer to the second question the target language observed 
could be characterized as being dialogic. Features of the discourse included Len asking 
referential questions that required a substantial answer from the students, the answer to which 
Len used in subsequent questions.  Further, Len introduced classroom activities that required 
the students to engage in similar discourse.  The students were to ask of each other questions 
and, as Len said, "keep the conversation going" (teacher interview, 23/04/02).   
 
To uncover the relationship between Len’s, the students’ and school’s beliefs in creating the 
forum for dialogic discourse, the third question, we initially identified underlying beliefs of 
the three parties primarily, although not exclusively, by means of interviews. We then 
reconstructed the context of the discourse patterns by piecing together the underlying beliefs 
of Len, the students and the school.  
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Len’s teaching goals are two-fold. He aims to have the students to improve in all four skill 
areas and feel comfortable speaking English. Achieving his goals requires a teacher who is 
good at getting along with others. The quality of ‘getting along’, according to Len, contains 
three elements: establishing and maintaining a relationship, dealing effectively with conflict 
and negotiating with others.  
 
To establish a relationship with the students Len goes on a survival camp trip at the beginning 
of the year with the students. To maintain the relationship he begins and ends the class by 
providing a forum for an exchange with the students. Len does this in Dutch as he says that 
students are more likely to communicate at a personal level in their native language when 
speaking in the presence of the entire class. If students are already engaged in speaking 
English Len asks individual students questions in the target language. 
 
Examples of dealing effectively with conflict were not present. Len said that conflicts did not 
erupt frequently with students or colleagues, but he said that managing a difficult situation 
involved ending the strife in a way that keeps the relationship intact so that the parties 
involved can “see eye to eye again” (teacher interview, 15/03/02). 
 
Finally, Len defined negotiating with the students as striking a balance between his own 
agenda while respecting and including the wishes and preferences of the students in the 
decision-making process. Agreeing with the students about dates for tests, the handing in date 
of assignments and the content of the lessons are some examples of how negotiating was a 
staple of Len’s lessons.  
 
Len stresses that if he can get along with the students and if the students can get along with 
each other, a warm atmosphere is created where learning can take place and he can achieve 
his dual goal of having the students improve in all skill areas and feel comfortable speaking 
English.  Len said that speaking is of importance because "language is all about 
communication" (teacher interview, 15/03/02) so if the students cannot apply what they have 
learned, he says, "you have to wonder if the students actually learned" (teacher interview, 
15/03/02).  Len’s preferred method of teaching was to provide few frontal instructions and 
instead give assignments for the students to apply what they had learned. The students worked 
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in groups regularly to help correct each other and themselves.  This happened in both Dutch 
and in English. 
 
The students respond to Len in English although a number of them feel anxious, as they do in 
other classes, responding in English.  They feel at ease conversing and correcting themselves 
and each other in small group discussions, however, and say that this type of activity has 
improved the quality of their spoken English.  Actively participating in their learning has, 
according to the students, benefited their spoken English. 
 
Creating learning situations for the students to apply their knowledge is a teaching approach 
that is favored and encouraged by school policy.  The school's motto, “Dalton is a learning 
organization” (School plan of the secondary school, 1999, p. 5) is reflected in its practice of 
organizing for example workshops with and for teachers and supplying time for teachers to 
assist each other in problem solving and discussion. Len said that the ‘didactische club’ 
introduction at school, more than 20 years ago, continues to meet on a biweekly basis to 
discuss teaching approaches, address discipline problems, and to share teaching materials.   
 
Based on the information provided by Len, we surmise that he entered the teaching profession 
with views about teaching and learning that were not in line with the grammar translation 
methods of learning that he had been exposed to in secondary school.  This view was shaped 
by the workshops offered at the school that gave him tools that strengthened his beliefs.  The 
fact that the school offered the workshops to introduce alternative teaching methods indicates 
that it harbours a view of knowledge, teaching and learning that departs from the traditional 
educational view.  The school adheres to the view that learning is not fixed.  Rather, 
knowledge is generated and constructed in a cyclical process by colleagues in interaction. 
Both the school and Len validate, value and practice dialogic discourse and thus does Len in 
the classroom. 
 
Len’s  beliefs about learning, namely that one learns by interacting (get along) with others, 
activating language skills and through active monitoring are reflected in his teaching practices 
that involve teaching how to interact with one another, facilitating the application of skills and 
encouraging peer and self correction.  The beliefs are represented in dialogic discourse such 
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as Len and the students interacting in group work sessions, the students applying skills in 
group work sessions and students correcting each other and themselves in small group 
discussions. This teaching style is shared by colleagues, expected by the students, and 
reinforced by the school policy. Len’s beliefs are thus congruent with those at the school and, 
as such, the school and classroom encourage and support Len’s beliefs about how learning 
occurs and how it should be taught, by means of dialogic discourse.  The relationship between 
Len’s, the students’ and the school’s beliefs is one that creates a complete system of 
interaction that is represented by dialogic discourse. 
 
In this case study we have reconstructed and gained an understanding of the classroom and 
connected the beliefs, of the teacher and students, to the discourse patterns observed in the 
classroom. The beliefs that constitute the classroom context show that a complex interaction 
occurs between the teacher and the students and that the beliefs are represented by discourse 
patterns established and maintained by Len. The interaction is given shape by the context of 
the classroom and school and the interplay between these factors influence the discourse.  
 
The case study provided additional insight to the information gleaned from case studies one 
and two into the practices of one teacher in what is considered a ‘progressive’ school.  Now 
that we have examined, analyzed and portrayed the systems of interaction in three classrooms 
we proceed, in chapter seven, to conduct a cross-case analysis by comparing and contrasting 
the case studies to offer theories about interaction in SL/FL classrooms.   
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Chapter 7: Research summary, cross-case analysis and emergence of theories 
7.1 Introduction 
In this chapter we provide a summary of the research background, questions, methods and 
findings of the three case studies. We conduct a cross-case analysis by comparing and 
contrasting the findings to synthesize the case studies and provide an answer to the question: 
How do teachers engage, or do not engage, their students in target language use? We then 
reconnect the case study findings to the principles of the genetic method to allow a theory to 
emerge to understand why little target language is used in the SL/FL classroom and to extend 
the theory to understand why little dialogic discourse occurs in the classroom. Finally, we link 
our data and results to related facets of sociocultural theory, notably the ZPD and Activity 
Theory.  
7.2 Summary of the research background, questions, methods and findings of the 
three case studies 
7.2.1 Research background 
This dissertation addresses a question that is frequently asked among those involved in second 
or foreign language teaching or learning: Why is there little target language spoken in the 
language classroom? Common sense dictates that one needs to practice speaking the foreign 
language to learn to speak the language (Bouman, 1998; Popma, 1997; Schulz, 1998; 
Takashami, Austin & Morimoto, 2000; Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000) and that globalization 
has increased the need for learning spoken language skills (Knapen, 2001). Therefore, it 
appears contradictory that many teachers report speaking more frequently to the students in 
the L1 (Bonnet, 2004) and that a high percentage of students report leaving secondary school 
having had little, if any, practice in speaking the language (Gommans & Meijmans, 1991; 
Hermans-Nymark, 2000). 
 
The general belief that learning to speak a language involves speaking the second or foreign 
language is the premise on which the communicative approach, which began in the 1970’s, is 
ENGLISH IN THE EFL CLASSROOM: WHY NOT? 
176 
based (Brown, 2001). The communicative approach was, in part, conceived in an effort to 
move away from the grammar translation teaching methods, which prevailed in SL/FL 
traditions, to teaching practices that promoted active language use among the learners. From 
this movement a gamut of teaching activities, teaching and teacher training programs and 
textbooks has emerged to foster communicative competence that is defined as the knowledge 
and usage of language rules to understand and produce appropriate language in various 
settings to produce meaning (Hedge, 2000).  
 
Yet despite the wide array of material, as well as research that supports and validates the 
benefits of promoting language use among learners in the classroom (Hall, 2000), little 
change has occurred in the SL/FL classrooms in the last 30 years in the Netherlands 
(Kwakernaak, 2004) or internationally (Savignon, 2002). The literature abounds with 
examples of how teachers continue to dominate classroom talk, often in the L1, and that 
students participate little, if at all, in classroom discussion (Savignon, 1997; Horwitz 2000; 
Seedhouse, 1999; Olsher, 1996; Ellis, 1999). Our research thus stemmed from an interest in 
wanting to know why there is little target language use in the SL/FL classroom, despite the 
general desire to improve spoken skills as well as the evidence that speaking in the classroom 
can be beneficial for language learning to occur (Hall, 2000; Swain, 2002, for example).  By 
gaining insight into the problem we aimed to lay a foundation for finding an approach to 
solving the problem of the dearth of spoken language use in the language classroom. 
 
Before we delve into the specific research questions, methods and findings, we need to justify 
the claims that language use leads to language learning and explain what we mean by 
‘language use’ and ‘language learning’. This is necessary as these concepts are not well 
defined in the literature and are not consistently linked to theories of learning. To frame our 
definitions we look through the lens of sociocultural theory because it is a theory of human 
cognitive development and also learning.  
 
Sociocultural theory provides a theory of development whereby interaction, a form of 
mediation, between the novice and expert plays a key role in the process of learning. 
Sociocultural theory thus describes the functioning of the expert, the teacher, and the novice, 
the student and connects teaching and learning. Language plays a key role in development as 
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learning is considered to be social in nature. Through a process of scaffolding that takes place 
within the learner’s ZPD, whereby a teacher guides the learner in interaction, the student 
accomplishes a task that he could not initially complete individually. The interaction that 
occurs between teacher and student is on the social or inter-mental plane.  Development, or 
higher order thinking, therefore, emerges through social interaction and occurs once the 
learner has appropriated the semiotic or psychological tools necessary to complete the task 
alone at the intra-mental plane. The theory says that development occurs by means of 
culturally mediated tools, that is mostly language in interaction. Learning thus occurs via 
language, and as such, by extension, language is also vital in language learning through the 
active use of language in interaction (Vygotsky, 1978). 
 
The exact form of the social interaction that takes place between the tutor and the learner has 
been the focus of several studies to look at how, for example, language use creates the 
conditions for language learning to occur. Empirical evidence substantiates the claim that 
language use – in the form of what, for example, Swain (2002) calls ‘collaborative dialogue’ 
can create the conditions for language learning to occur. 
 
Swain’s (2002) research showed that by using collaborative dialogue, a type of discourse that 
the participants were trained in using, language development had taken place. Our question 
then became, what is the type of discourse that normally prevails in teaching situations? For 
an answer to this we turned to the work of Nystrand et al. (1997). Nystrand et al. (1997) 
looked at how instructional organization takes form in discourse in L1 classrooms. In 
hundreds of classrooms they found that discourse patterns could be clustered around two 
types of discourse: monologic and dialogic. Underlying the discourse patterns are theories of 
knowledge within educational paradigms that link discourse patterns to the types of learning 
that emerge.  
 
According to Vygotsky (1978), consciousness links knowledge to behaviour, and behaviour 
and knowledge are considered by many educational philosophers to be parallel (Pajares, 
1992).  Vygotsky (1978) maintained that understanding human behaviour, that develops in an 
historical context and is thus culturally mediated, involves studying the development, or 
genesis, or history of behaviour. This is because actions are “situated in cultural, historical, 
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and institutional settings” (Wertsch, 1991, p. 119). To study the history of behaviour 
Vygotsky (1978) developed an approach to research called ‘genetic analysis’. Genetic 
analysis comprises four levels that match the developmental trajectories of a particular 
situation or the microgenetic level, an individual or the ontogenetic level, a culture or 
historical level and the human species or phylogenetic level (Wells, 1999). To gain insight 
into behaviour, in our case discourse patterns, we need to reconstruct teachers’ beliefs and 
thus knowledge. As such, our research is focused on, by means of genetic analysis, 
discovering the development of language use in the classroom.  
 
Applying sociocultural theory and its approaches to research to our study entailed studying 
teachers’ teaching practices, in terms of the discourse patterns of target language use as 
established and maintained by the teacher. Conducting a case study to examine discourse 
patterns would enable us to reconstruct the beliefs of the teacher, students and school (based 
on an analysis of policy documents) and enable us to understand the relationship between the 
beliefs and discourse patterns fostered by the teachers, to explain how the teachers engage, or 
do not engage, their students in target language use. Yet as we planned to form a theory as to 
why little target language use occurs in the classroom one case study would not suffice. Time 
permitted the execution of three case studies to do a cross-case analysis and apply the 
principles of further genetic analysis to form a theory to answer the question that guided our 
study: Why is there little target language use in the language classroom?  
7.2.2 Research questions and methods 
Our study was explorative in nature so we first conducted an initial case study with one senior 
secondary school EFL teacher to orient ourselves to the research topic. The results enabled us 
to sharpen the questions for the two case studies that followed. 
 
The results from case study one proved to be rich and we used them throughout the research. 
Following the initial case study we conducted two additional case studies in two different 
schools. In table 7.1 we specify the research questions and sub questions.  
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Table 7.1 Research questions and sub questions 
How do teachers engage, or do not engage, their students in target language use?  
1. To what extent do the teachers use the target language? 
2. How do teachers use the target language in the classroom? (Reformulated question: Is the 
target language use monologic or dialogic?) 
3. Why do the teachers use the target language in the classroom the way they do? 
(Reformulated question and sub questions: What is the relationship between the 
teachers’, students’ and schools’ beliefs and the discourse patterns established by the 
teachers?) 
a. What are the teachers’ beliefs about learning and teaching? 
b. What are the students’ beliefs about learning? 
c. What are the schools’ beliefs about teaching and learning? 
 
We now elaborate on the research questions, the corresponding genetic level of analysis and 
methods to draw an answer to the question: How do teachers engage, or do not engage, their 
students in target language use?  
Microgenetic level: Question one: To what extent do the teachers use the target language?  
Many teachers say they speak little English and that their students speak even less. So first we 
wished to know to what extent the teacher uses the target language. We assessed this by 
means of quantifying the number of utterances made by the teachers in English. We 
operalizationed ‘utterance’ based on Bakhtin’s (1986) work as explained in chapter three. 
Quantifying utterances constituted analysis at the microgenetic level and this procedure was 
followed for all three case studies. 
Microgenetic level: Question two: Is the target language use monologic or dialogic? 
From case study one we discovered that the teacher speaks English most of the lesson. We 
wanted to know what kind of English he spoke and what kind of language use the teacher 
elicited from the students. The second research question was thus, originally, how does the 
teacher use the target language? To find out what kind of English is spoken we linked the 
utterances to the characteristics of IRF (the teacher Initiates a question, Responds to the 
student’s answer and gives Feedback) patterns (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975). Yet as we aimed 
at linking behaviour to beliefs a definition of discourse was required to offer an analysis of the 
discourse patterns rather than a mere description of them. 
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Via Nystrand et al. (1997) we have a construct of discourse in the framework of sociocultural 
theory. This definition allows us to analyze the discourse and label it as being monologic or 
dialogic and thus qualify the type of spoken English observed. Answering this question, for 
all case studies, involved characterizing the utterances, this type of analysis corresponded to 
the microgenetic level. 
Ontogenetic and historical level: Question three: What is the relationship between the 
teachers’, students’ and schools’ beliefs and the discourse patterns established by the 
teachers? 
The discourse patterns could be related to underlying beliefs about learning and teaching we 
sought to uncover the reasons for the teachers’ choice of target language use. The original 
research question was, why does the teacher use the target language the way he does? The 
answer to this question revealed that three factors – teachers’, students’ and schools’ beliefs - 
played influential roles in how the teacher established target language use. From a theoretical 
point of view, Vygotsky (1978) links thinking and knowledge and educational philosophers 
(Fenstermacher, 1994) link beliefs to actions. Thus to link the actions – the type of discourse 
used by the teacher – to the beliefs we reformulated the question which became, what is the 
relationship between the teachers’, students’ and schools’ beliefs and the discourse patterns 
established by the teachers? 
 
To express the research question in terms of genetic analysis we divided the question into 
three questions. Question 3.a consisted of identifying the teachers’ beliefs. The teachers’ 
beliefs were explored at the ontogenetic level by means of interview discourse that was 
analyzed in grounded theory. Question 3.b consisted of uncovering the students’ beliefs. The 
students’ beliefs were explored at the historical level also by means of interview discourse 
that was analyzed in grounded theory. Question 3.c consisted of identifying the staffs’ and 
schools’ beliefs. The staffs’ and schools’ beliefs were ascertained at the historical level by 
means of characterizing the classroom discourse patterns according to the attributes of 
monologue and dialogue, and scrutinizing school policy documents for explicitly worded 
views of teaching and learning.  
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7.2.3 Findings 
By following the methods described above we examined and gained insight into how the 
relationship between the teachers’, students’ and schools’ beliefs is manifested in discourse 
patterns established by the teachers that are either monologic or dialogic. The answers to the 
research questions are schematized in table 7.2 and elaborated on by summarizing the analysis 
of the teachers’ history of behaviour. 
 
Table 7.2 Summary of the findings of the three case studies 
Genetic 
level 
Research 
questions   
Case study 1 Case study 2 Case study 3 
Micro 1. To what 
extent does the 
teacher use the 
target language? 
40% of 20 total 
lessons  
70% of 4 lessons 
of 16 total lessons 
38% of 6 lessons 
of 16 total lessons 
Micro  2. Is the target 
language use 
monologic or 
dialogic? 
Monologic Monologic Dialogic 
Ontogenetic 3.a What are the 
teachers’ beliefs 
about  
learning? 
teaching? 
 
 
 
Recitation 
Transmission 
 
 
 
Recitation 
Transmission 
 
 
 
Discussion 
Transformation of 
understandings 
Historical 
 
 
 
 
 
3.b What are the 
students’ beliefs 
about learning 
languages? 
Learn to speak by 
speaking 
Learn to speak by 
applying rules in 
meaningful 
discussion 
Learn to speak by 
peer and self-
correction in 
meaningful 
discussion 
Historical 
 
 
 
3.c What are the 
schools’ beliefs 
about 
learning? 
teaching?  
 
 
 
Recitation 
Transmission 
 
 
 
Recitation 
Transmission 
 
 
 
Discussion 
Transformation of 
understandings 
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Case study one: Hank’s analysis 
Question one: To what extent does Hank use the target language?  
During observed lessons Hank demonstrated that he used the target language 40% of the time. 
More specifically, English was the language of choice in all matters related to instruction 
when addressing the entire class.  
Question two: How does Hank use the target language? 
Hank’s target language use conformed to the characteristics associated with IRF patterns 
(Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975) that are witnessed in the majority of SL/FL classrooms. For 
example, Hank initiated most discussions and questions and called on students for answers. 
Students answered in one word or in a short phrase and Hank, in turn, responded by means of 
a comment such as, “right” and “okay” (class video, 23/03/01).   
Question three: What is the relationship between the teacher’s, the students’ and 
school’s beliefs and the discourse patterns established by Hank? 
Hank believes that language learning involves being exposed to language and acquiring the 
components of language sequentially by means of self-motivation and capability.  These 
beliefs are reflected in Hank's beliefs about teaching that are, respectively, that teaching is a 
function of imparting information, in blocks, to motivated and capable students. Hank’s 
beliefs about learning and teaching, as expressed in the monologic discourse patterns that he 
fosters in the classroom, are reinforced by his colleagues. The colleagues observed deliver 
instruction using similar discourse patterns as does Hank in his classroom. Hank’s beliefs are 
further complemented by the students’ beliefs about language learning. The students maintain 
that academic learning for tests occurs at school and that spoken skills are learned by 
practising speaking. Spoken skills cannot be practised at school, however, as the students feel 
that the classroom environment is not conductive to speaking. In sum, Hank's beliefs are 
supported by those of the students and school that assist in creating the context that enables 
Hank to achieve his goal of teaching to prepare students for tests and to impart British culture 
to the students. 
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Case study two: Henry’s analysis 
Question one: To what extent does Henry use the target language?  
During observed lessons Henry used the target language 70% of the lessons in which English 
was spoken. Although the percentage is high, Henry’s use of spoken English is restricted to 
the lessons devoted to literature, and the study of literature comprises five weeks of the school 
year.  
Question two: How does Henry use the target language? 
Henry’s use of spoken English corresponds to the attributes of monologic discourse (Dysthe, 
1993). Henry initiates most of the discourse and asks test-like questions to which only one 
answer is acceptable. The students’ answers do not invite further discussion or ‘uptake’ from 
the teacher. Rather, the exchanges between the students and teacher appear to resemble a 
tightly woven ‘script’ directed by Henry.  
Question three: What is the relationship between the teacher’s, the students’ and 
school’s beliefs and the discourse patterns established by Henry? 
Henry believes that language learning occurs as a result of being self-motivated, acquiring 
facts by being tested at school and reinforcing spoken skills outside the classroom. These 
beliefs are translated into teaching practices that are geared towards motivated students and 
involve teaching to the test and refraining from teaching skills. Henry’s beliefs about learning 
and teaching, which are represented by the monologic discourse patterns that he has 
established in the classroom, are reinforced by the school’s beliefs. The school policy favours 
a ‘traditional’ approach to teaching that includes, among other practices, that teachers lecture 
to the students. Colleagues observed in their classrooms exhibit similar teaching practices and 
discourse patterns as evidenced in Henry’s classroom and encouraged by the school policy. 
Henry’s beliefs are complemented by the students’ beliefs about language learning. The 
students believe that learning to speak a language requires formal instruction and practise both 
in school as well as outside school. According to the students, however, the classroom 
environment is not favourable to practising speaking. In sum, Henry's beliefs are supported by 
those of the students and school that assist in creating the context that enables Henry to 
achieve his goal of teaching poetry to the students. 
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Case study three: Len’s analysis 
Question one: To what extent does Len use the target language?  
Len’s target language use accounts for 6 of the 16 lessons observed or 38% of the lessons in 
which English was spoken. The extent of his target language use is reserved to lessons that 
focused on practising spoken skills.  
Question two: How does Len use the target language? 
Len’s use of the target language is characterized by factors associated with dialogic discourse 
(Dysthe, 1993).  For example, Len asks referential questions. Some of the questions he asks 
are personal, the answers to which are unknown and unpredictable. The questions are 
formulated in such a way that an answer of more than one word, or short phrase, is required. 
The students’ responses form the basis of the next question posed by the teacher. 
Question three: What is the relationship between the teacher’s, the students’ and 
school’s beliefs and the discourse patterns established by Len? 
Len believes that language learning consists of learning to interact and get along with others, 
speaking by activating language skills and actively monitoring one’s language development. 
Len’s beliefs are translated into teaching practices that involve teaching the students how to 
interact with one another, facilitating the application of language skills and encouraging self 
and peer correction. Len’s beliefs about learning and teaching, that are communicated in the 
dialogic discourse patterns he fosters in the classroom are encouraged by the school’s beliefs. 
The official policy asserts that the school is a “learning organization” (School plan of the 
secondary school, 1999, p. 5) and actively supports both the students’ and teachers’ 
involvement in their learning and development. Colleagues observed in their classrooms used 
similar discourse patterns to those seen in Len’s classroom and encouraged by the school 
policy. Len’s beliefs are aligned with the students’ beliefs about language learning. The 
students believe that learning to speak a language involves formal learning and active 
involvement and practice both in and outside the school. The students state that the classroom 
environment makes it possible for them to develop their spoken language skills. In sum, Len's 
beliefs are supported by those of the students and school that assist in creating the context that 
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enables Len to achieve his goal of helping his students make progress in all areas of language 
development, with an emphasis placed on speaking abilities. 
 
Having reviewed the case study findings we can conclude that the teachers’ ability to engage 
their students in target language use is a function of the type of discourse, that we characterize 
as being monologic or dialogic, that the teachers promote in the classroom. The type of 
discourse that the teachers employ is determined by their beliefs about teaching and learning. 
The teachers’ beliefs are constructed, or culturally reproduced, out of their own experiences as 
learners and teachers and are reinforced by the beliefs of the school and also of the students. 
Of the three teachers only Len has beliefs about learning and teaching that he incorporates 
into a choice of discourse that creates an environment conducive for students to engage in 
target language use. Hank and Henry, however, do not engage their students in target 
language use because their beliefs about language learning and teaching are such that student 
involvement in learning to speak is not necessary. The discourse that Hank and Henry 
promote is thus one that is monologic in character. 
 
The three case studies offered three different perspectives on how the teachers engage, or do 
not engage, their students in target language use. The overall question of the research, 
however, is: Why is there little target language use in the language classroom? We cannot 
provide an answer to this question by looking only at the individual case studies. We therefore 
first synthesize the case studies by conducting a cross-case analysis by comparing and 
contrasting the results. Then we apply the principles of the genetic method to the findings to 
link and integrate our key concepts in order to build our theory as to why there is little target 
language use in the language classroom and also to provide a theory as to why there is little 
dialogic discourse in the classroom. In the following section we conduct a cross-case analysis 
by comparing and contrasting the findings of the three case studies. 
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7.3 Cross-case analysis 
7.3.1 Similarities between the case studies 
By comparing the three case studies three similarities emerged. First, the teachers were 
consistent in showing that their actions or behaviours are linked to their beliefs about learning 
and teaching. The teachers’ beliefs are reinforced by the staff and school in which the teachers 
work even though the teachers differed in terms of the extent to which they used the target 
language, the type of discourse that they engaged in, be it monologic or dialogic, and the 
reasons why they engaged in the discourse patterns that they choose.  
Further, the three teachers’ beliefs, and thus teaching practices, were supported and actively 
encouraged by staff and school policy. Observations and analysis indicated that the teachers’ 
beliefs and practices are thus consistent with that of the staff and school. Our study does not 
provide sufficient detail into the extent to which school culture shapes teaching behaviours, 
nor does it afford insight into how the teachers arrived at the schools (such as, did they 
consciously choose schools that purport to share their beliefs?). Yet it is apparent that a match 
exists between the teachers, in terms of how they viewed learning and teaching prior to their 
employment in the schools, and the schools’ beliefs.   
 
Finally, the teachers’ behaviour, beliefs and context created a coherent and unified history of 
behaviour. The histories of behaviour that our methods and analysis reconstructed show that 
similar factors were present that influenced the discourse patterns. For example, biography or 
personal history plays a role in defining the teacher and external factors such as examination 
requirements of the Ministry of education impact the teaching practices. 
7.3.2 Differences between the case studies 
By contrasting the case studies several differences became apparent. For example, Hank 
speaks more English in the classroom than did his counterpart Len, but Hank’s monologic 
discourse elicited fewer responses from his students. The responses that the students provided 
consisted of set phrases or a few words that fit into a monologic recitation that appeared to be 
‘scripted’ by the teacher. The dialogic discourse that Len promoted, however, demanded and 
required student contributions that were original and led to unanticipated and conversation-
like discourse with the teacher. Len's questions invited his students to elaborate on their 
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responses and to develop their power of reasoning whereas Hank's questions merely tested the 
students' abilities to memorize earlier presented information.  In other words, the extent to 
which the teachers used the target language was less significant than the manner in which they 
used the language to generate student responses.  The type of discourse patterns used thus 
determined the type of contribution that the students provided as well as the type of learning it 
promoted; memorization of facts in Hank's class versus the development of higher order 
thinking in Len's class.  The difference noted in the teachers' use of target language is thus 
consistent with Van Lier's (1996) assertion that the effectiveness of instruction is not a 
function of the quantity of language spoken but the quality. 
 
In addition, each case study used the same methods and instruments of analysis.  Each history 
of behaviour that we reconstructed was unique in its context and circumstances as evidenced 
by the lack of any repetition among, for example, the categories generated by the process of 
applying grounded theory to the data.  What this shows is that although the teachers, and in 
particular Hank and Henry, shared many similarities in their teaching practices, discourse 
patterns and relationship between the teacher's practices and beliefs, the context in which they 
operate is highly situational and contextualized. 
 
Further, Henry and Len used the same textbook in their lessons to achieve the shared goal of 
preparing their students for the fact-based department-wide English unit tests that they both 
participated in creating.  However, how the teachers use the textbook differed significantly.  
Whereas Hank covered as many exercises as possible to ensure that the students had been 
exposed to all the material in the textbook, Len used the themes of the units as a springboard 
for introducing material that he and his colleagues had developed.  What the difference in 
textbook use shows is that the pedagogical material used in the classroom is not the sole 
determining factor in how teachers teach. 
 
In a similar vein, all three teachers are bound by the requirements set by the Ministry of 
education that include preparing students for the government administered exams written in 
the last year of secondary school.  The curriculum guidelines for the subject English are 
general and leave the individual schools the freedom to determine them as they see fit.  The 
policies of Henry's and Len's schools indicate a difference in how the guidelines have been 
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interpreted.  Whereas Henry's school promotes a ‘traditional’ approach to teaching and 
learning that requires students to listen to the teachers, take notes and learn material for the 
tests and ultimately government exams, Len's school advocates an ‘alternative’ approach to 
teaching and learning that encourages the students to take an active role in their learning.  The 
two schools' approaches to setting the framework for creating curriculum guidelines to meet 
the requirements for the Ministry of education exams show that exam requirements are not the 
determining factor of how teachers teach. 
 
It was noted that in Hank’s and in Henry’s class the students do not share the exact same 
beliefs about how languages are learned, but their beliefs are enacted in a way that encourages 
the teachers to maintain their chosen discourse patterns. For example, Hank said that speaking 
in class is not necessary due to the process by which he believes learning takes place; learn 
the rules then apply the rules by means of ‘stamping out’ errors. The students, on the other 
hand, think that speaking is in fact necessary due to the process by which they believe 
learning takes place; avoid rules and learn the language by speaking the language. In spite of 
this, the students, however, rarely spoke in class because of the importance placed on 
accuracy. Hank interpreted the students’ reluctance to speak English not as a reaction to stress 
but to a lack of motivation.  
 
The same can be said of Henry’s class. He said that speaking in class is not necessary because 
he believes that aspect of learning takes place outside school. The students, on the other hand, 
think that one learns by applying grammar rules in meaningful classroom discussion. Henry’s 
interpretation of the students’ lack of participation is not due to the fact that they do not find 
the discussion meaningful but because they are not motivated to learn. 
 
Len’s class differs from those of Hank and Henry in that his students share his belief about 
how languages are learned; through use and awareness of use. This congruence of beliefs 
enables Len to engage his students in dialogic discourse. What these examples of Hank’s and 
Henry’s lessons show is that underlying their perception of the students’ lack of motivation 
are their beliefs about learning that are not consistent with those of the teachers and also not 
recognized or incorporated in teaching practices in terms of the discourse patterns. What we 
can conclude from examining the students’ beliefs in the three case studies is that the 
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teachers’ perceived notions of their students’ levels of motivation, regardless of their accuracy 
in determining this, serve to reinforce, however implicitly, their choice of discourse patterns.  
 
One of the first interview questions posed was what guided the teachers’ choice to become 
teachers. The answers varied considerably. Hank wanted to teach his students British culture 
and language, Henry liked poetry and wanted to further develop his interest in literature and 
Len had always wanted to work with people. The answers gave an initial indication of the 
teachers’ characters. Defined as the “total quality of a person’s behaviour, as revealed in his 
habits of thought and expression, his attitude and interests, his actions, and his personal 
philosophy of life” (The new lexicon, Webster's encyclopedic dictionary of the English 
language, 1988, p.164), we aimed to reconstruct the teachers’ beliefs to understand their 
behaviour. 
 
What the genetic method at the ontogenetic level revealed is that decisions that formed the 
teachers’ choice in their professional pursuits were in place before they followed teacher 
training programs and thus also before they sought employment at the schools where they 
currently teach. In other words, the teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning existed prior 
to their entrance into the school and their beliefs are in line with those of the school. 
Notwithstanding the fact that our study did not delve into the teachers’ criteria for school 
selection or vice versa, our findings show a strong similarity between the teachers’ and 
schools’ beliefs. What this finding shows is that although school policy is not the determining 
factor in how teachers teach, a strong relationship does exist between the beliefs of the 
teachers and those of the schools. 
 
An additional point regarding the teachers’ characters is that Hank, Henry and Len approach 
the teaching of English in different ways, despite the fact that they share similar backgrounds. 
For example, all three teachers are of approximately the same age and were raised in the same 
part of the country. All three enjoyed similar socio-economic status and were exposed to 
similar English programs and pedagogy in secondary school. The teachers attended the same 
University and completed their Bachelor and Master of Arts degrees within semesters of one 
another. They participated in the same teacher training program at the University and began 
their teaching careers immediately following their studies.   
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What can account, in part, for the teachers' different beliefs and thus teaching practices, are 
significant events that we interpreted as being those that shaped their views about teaching 
and learning.  For example, Hank told of a secondary school teacher who dedicated portions 
of class time to giving students general information on different cuts of meat.  Hank said that 
at the time he questioned the worth of such information, but later appreciated having learned 
facts that he can now pass on to his students (teacher interview, 12/04/01). 
 
Similarly, one of Henry's significant moments occurred when a substitute teacher graded his 
oral skills during the school examination period.  He maintained that the teacher had not given 
him the grade that he thought his regular teacher would have given him. He said that the 
experience had taught him that grading skills was impossible (teacher interview, 01/02/02). 
 
Lastly, a significant event in Len's life occurred when he spent a few months living in 
London.  He said that the experience abroad had taught him that language had a cultural 
component that was as important as the words and structure of the language.  He said that the 
experience later influenced his decision to incorporate English culture into his classroom 
lessons (teacher interview, 15/03/02). 
 
What we surmise from the above examples is that the teachers' past experiences contribute, 
although not entirely or exclusively, to their current beliefs and also teaching practices. We 
draw this conclusion based on the fact that the experiences that the teachers recounted 
appeared to be the only way in which the teachers expressed their uniqueness or, as Vygotsky 
(1978) called it, their individual agency in terms of how the teachers think, evaluate and 
abstract and select from social influences (Ratner, 1998). 
7.3.3 Conclusion to this section 
Despite the unique and highly contextualized environment in which the teachers work, in the 
analysis of the three case studies we were able to establish the fact that a relationship exists 
between the classroom discourse patterns and the beliefs of the teachers, students and schools. 
Moreover, the relationship is complex and involves not only the teachers, students and 
schools but also factors such as personal biographies, government requirements and 
pedagogical material. As such, not one single determining factor can account for the type of 
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discourse, and thus learning, that occurs at school. The conclusions drawn from the cross-case 
analysis thus has implications for future action and research as will be presented in section 
8.3. First, however, we look at the findings of the case studies framed in the light of 
sociocultural theory to form a small-scale theory of why there is little target language use in 
the SL/FL classroom. 
7.4 The development of a ‘small-scale’ theory 
7.4.1 Introduction 
The data results enable us to look beyond the case studies to form a ‘small-scale’ theory to 
understand why there is little target language use in the language classroom and to extend it to 
understand why there is little dialogic discourse in the classroom. A ‘small-scale’ theory is 
what Van Maanen (1988) denotes as “tales of the field” that aim at providing local theories to 
address specific problems in specific situations (Denzin and Lincoln, 2000, p. 22). A theory is 
a “a set of developed categories (for example, themes and concepts) that are systematically 
interrelated through statements of relationship to form a theoretical framework that explains 
some relevant… phenomenon” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 22), and this is what we 
accomplished  by conducting three case studies to explain events and the relationship and 
connections between them. Therefore, by looking at the three teachers’ beliefs in the context 
of movements in SL/FL teaching and learning, from the genetic perspective, we are able to 
construct a small-scale theory. 
 
In section 7.3 we were able to draw conclusions to answer our research questions. This was 
possible because sociocultural theory provides a framework for defining interaction and an 
approach to reconstructing the histories of behaviour of three teachers by using the genetic 
method. This approach assisted us in connecting the concepts that emerged from the analysis 
to gain an understanding of the relationship that exists between the three teachers’ histories of 
behaviour. 
 
Studying histories of behaviour by using the principles of the genetic approach offers the 
means to venture beyond the immediate school context by connecting the teachers’ histories 
of behaviours to movements in SL/FL language teaching and corresponding views of teaching 
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and learning. This is possible because Vygotsky (1978)’s notion of cultural reproduction 
gives a past-to-present perspective that links the past situations - and resources, practices, 
tools, goals and values - to current activities that “assimilate[ s] the experience of mankind” 
(Leont’ev, 1981, p. 55, emphasis in the original). The activities of the present are thus 
“embedded in the tools that are employed; the most widely used being the psychological tool 
of speech” (Wells, 1999, p.19). This means that, for example, teachers’ actions - in our 
situation discourse patterns - are embodied in the culture that the teachers appropriated as 
students, language learners, apprentice teachers and practising teachers and that they, in turn, 
transmit to their students in the daily conversation in the classroom (Wertsch, 1985). 
 
To explain our theory we first revisit the three teachers’ beliefs about learning and teaching 
and connect them to views about learning and teaching from the perspective of movements in 
SL/FL language teaching and learning to offer a theory as to why little target language use 
occurs in the language classroom. We then link the associated views of teaching and learning 
in SL/FL classrooms to educational paradigms to offer a theory as to why little dialogic 
discourse occurs at school. We then tie the two epistemologies of education back to the case 
studies and link dialogism, one of the epistemologies, to sociocultural theory.     
7.4.2 Review of the teachers’ beliefs  
Before we begin to outline our theory we wish to point out that as we move from teacher and 
school specific level of analysis to the wider frame of FL/SL teaching and learning views and 
ultimately to educational paradigms the reader will note a degree of repetition. This is due to 
the fact that examining the research analysis from different genetic levels reveals patterns of 
consistency between individual teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning and wider 
educational views about how school subjects are learned and taught. As such, the teachers’ 
practices, in terms of the discourse patterns that they employ in the classrooms, are embedded 
in the history of behaviour and the tradition of foreign language teaching and educational 
paradigms. We illustrate this relationship in more detail in the following section by providing 
a visual summary of the findings at the school level in table 7.3.  
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Table 7.3 The teachers’ ontogenetic level in the school context 
Teacher Discourse 
patterns 
Teacher’s beliefs  Students’ beliefs  School’s beliefs 
Hank Monologic • Belief about 
learning: 
Recitation 
• Belief about 
teaching: 
Transmission 
Learn to speak by 
speaking 
In a state of flux 
Henry Monologic • Belief about 
learning: 
Recitation 
• Belief about 
teaching: 
Transmission 
Learn to speak by 
applying rules in 
meaningful 
discussion 
Transmission 
Len Dialogic • Belief about 
learning: 
Discussion 
• Belief about 
teaching: 
Transformation 
of understandings 
Learn to speak by 
peer and self-
correction in 
meaningful 
discussion 
Transformation of 
understandings 
 
The visual summary of the three case studies shows the relationship between the type of 
discourse patterns, established by the teacher, and the teachers’ beliefs in terms of teaching 
and learning. These beliefs are encouraged, reinforced and strengthened by the schools’ 
beliefs. We see that the students’ beliefs are not always similar to those of the teachers but 
rather complementary as the manner in which the beliefs are acted out create a classroom 
discourse that conforms to the way in which the teacher has given it shape. Further, the 
findings of the three case studies, presented side-by-side, indicate the presence of both an 
internally consistent relationship between the discourse patterns, teachers’, students’ and 
schools’ beliefs as well as a cross-case study consistency. As such, we can use the findings of 
the case studies as the basis for examining the teachers’ practices and beliefs in a broader 
perspective to form our theory as to why there is little target language use in the SL/FL 
classroom and, ultimately why there is little dialogic discourse in the classroom.  
7.4.3 Why there is little target language use in the language classroom 
In order to offer a theory as to why there is little target language use in the language 
classroom we  examine the teachers’ practices and beliefs from the perspective of trends in 
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SL/FL teaching that have existed, and continue to exist, at the historical level. We examine 
this relationship in view of the work conducted by Thavenius (1981). Thavenius (1981) 
studied the history of language teaching from its start in the Greek-Roman tradition to 20th 
century mother tongue education. According to Wilhelm (2005), the Greek-Roman tradition 
continues to permeate and influence current FL teaching as the current FL practices are 
grounded in grammar translation traditions that date to the Greek-Roman era. Through his 
analysis, Thavenius (1981) drew the conclusion that underlying teachers’ teaching practices 
are two dichotomies of what constitutes language. The characteristics of the two dichotomies, 
that are language as a system and language as communication respectively, are depicted in 
table 7.4.  
 
 Table 7.4 Dichotomies of language  
System Communication 
One language norm Multiple language norms 
A ‘technical’ definition of language  A social definition of language  
Avoid language mistakes Learn from mistakes 
Language control  Language development 
Training Interaction 
Form is separated from content Form and content are united 
Isolated skills training Integrated skills training  
‘Atomical’ or reduction method Holistic method 
Partial skills Communication 
Language is language Language is linked to thoughts and actions 
Grammar Situation, content and form are linked 
Language system Language use 
Text and language material Practice 
Strongly embedded, closed education  Loosely embedded, open education 
Education is based on good language 
examples 
Education is based on realistic 
communicative situations 
Based on Thavenius, J. (1981). Modersmål och fadersarv. Svenskämnets traditioner i 
historien och nuet  [Mother tongue and fatherly heritage: Traditions of the school subject 
Swedish in past and present]. Stockholm: Symposium Bokförlog. 
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The attributes associated with the view that language is a system and involves, for example, 
learning isolated skills that are focused on form rather than content and on the avoidance of 
making language mistakes can be linked to Hank’s and Henry’s beliefs about language 
learning and teaching. Similarly, the characteristics attached to the view that language is 
communication and involves, for example, teaching skills in an integrated and holistic manner 
that supports the notion that one can learn from language mistakes can be traced to Len’s 
beliefs about language learning and teaching. The parallels between the language dichotomies 
and the teachers’ beliefs are shown in table 7.5.  
 
Table 7.5 Beliefs about language, learning and teaching 
Teacher Teacher 
categories of 
language 
learning 
Teacher 
categories of 
language 
teaching 
Characteristics 
of Thavenius’ 
language is a 
system 
Characteristics 
of Thavenius’ 
language is 
communication 
Hank Learn language in 
a sequence 
Teach language in 
blocks 
‘Atomical’ or 
reductionist 
method of 
teaching  
 
        
           - 
Henry Learn facts by 
being tested at 
school 
Teach to the test Isolated skills 
training 
 
           - 
Len Learn to speak by 
activating 
language skills 
Facilitate applying 
skills 
 
          - 
Language use 
 
By corresponding the categories derived from the case studies to Thavenius (1981)’s 
dichotomies reveals that a parallel exists between the teachers’ beliefs about learning and 
teaching and traditions of SL/FL teaching that have persisted historically. For example, Hank 
believes that languages are learned in a sequence and are thus best taught by teaching 
grammar concepts in what Thavenius (1981) refers to as an ‘atomical’ or reductionist method 
that consists of breaking language down and teaching it in its smallest unit. Similarly, Henry 
believes that grammar and poetry facts are learned by means of writing a test. As such, he 
favours a teaching approach that is focused on teaching to the test. Henry’s belief corresponds 
to Thavenius’ (1981) notion that language instruction needs to focus on reinforcing the 
teaching of isolated skills. Finally, Len’s belief that one learns to speak by activating language 
skills by applying what has been taught is similar to Thavenius (1981)’s notion that language 
involves language use. 
ENGLISH IN THE EFL CLASSROOM: WHY NOT? 
196 
Further, by comparing the teachers’ beliefs to the characteristics attributed to Thavenius’ 
model (1981) we obtain a view of the three teachers’ beliefs in the historical context of FL/SL 
learning and teaching we provide table 7.6. 
 
Table 7.6 Historical context at the level of FL/SL teaching and learning 
Teacher  
 
Discourse 
patterns 
View of 
language 
View of 
language 
learning 
View of 
language 
teaching 
 
Language 
movement 
Hank  Monologic System Reductionist Memorization 
of facts 
Grammar 
translation  
Henry  Monologic System Reductionist Memorization 
of facts 
Grammar 
translation 
Len  Dialogic Communi-
cation 
Communicative Communicative Communicative 
 
To elaborate on the above table we examine the teachers’ beliefs and practices in the context 
of SL/FL language teaching and learning. We begin with Hank. 
 
Hank's belief, that underlies the monologic discourse that marks his classroom, are that 
language learning occurs by means of passive exposure to, for example, listening to the 
teacher speak correct English, and to the memorization of grammar, pronunciation and 
translation rules.  Hank's belief corresponds to a view that language learning comprises the 
acquisition of a language system (Thavenius, 1981).  Further, Hank’s belief that teaching 
language is a matter of explaining grammar rules and focusing instruction on pronunciation 
and translation practice is in line with a view of language teaching that calls for the 
memorization of facts. The above attributes of teaching and learning characterize the grammar 
translation movement that conceived language as a fixed body of facts that, by means of 
analysis and memorization, lead to language learning (Mitchell & Myles, 2004; Sfard, 1998). 
 
Although Henry’s instructional practices differ from Hank’s in that he focuses his teaching on 
poetry, his beliefs about language learning and teaching conform to the grammar translation 
movement.  For example, Henry's belief that learning can be defined in terms of facts, such as 
poetry and grammar rules that can be tested, corresponds to the view that learning is 
analytical and comprises the acquisition of knowledge that is factual and thus, in his words, 
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‘teachable’, as described by Thavenius (1981).  Henry thus perceives his role as the 
transmitter of blocks of information to the students in preparation for tests.   
 
Henry’s belief that teaching involves imparting information to students is in line with a view 
that learning equals memorization.  Hank and Henry thus attest to the fact that notions of 
language learning and teaching that dominated in classrooms in the 20th century continue to 
persist today (Mitchell & Myles, 2004). 
 
Len departs from the view of Hank and Henry in that he believes that languages are learned 
by activating language skills through tasks that involve students’ engagement in discussion 
and correcting their own and others' errors.  Len’s beliefs are linked to the view that language 
learning involves communication or, "activities involving real communication; carrying out 
meaningful tasks; and using language which is meaningful to the learner to promote learning” 
(Brown, 2001, p. 34). 
 
Moreover, Len believes that teaching involves assisting students to apply strategies, such as 
how to paraphrase unknown words, and to create situations in which students correct 
themselves and their peers. These views are paramount in the communicative approach that 
values the students’ active participation in their learning to communicate in the second or 
foreign language (Mitchell & Myles, 2004). 
 
By relating the three teachers’ beliefs about language and teaching in their daily practices to 
movements in SL/FL teaching and learning we move from the concrete to the more abstract 
level.  To assist in this analysis we relate our findings to studies conducted in the area of 
target language use in SL/FL classrooms. 
 
Studies in language classrooms have shown repeatedly that IRF patterns of discourse continue 
to dominate in language classrooms (Horwitz, 2000; Liu & Littlewood, 1997; Tsui, 1996).  
We have related those studies to ours by formulating a concept of interaction in terms of 
monologic and dialogic discourse based on the work of Nystrand et al. (1997). The research 
indicates that at the core of teachers’ choices of monologic discourse over a dialogic one are 
beliefs that tie language learning to the memorization of the language system.  These beliefs 
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are not supportive of the environment deemed necessary for spoken language learning to 
occur. In contrast, the dominantly practised view is that learning a language is a matter of 
acquiring isolated vocabulary lists and translating texts devoid of context or relevancy for 
students. This notion works against the concept, which is both theoretically and empirically 
based and considered common sense, in which one learns to speak a language by practising 
speaking it (Hall, 2000; Takashami, Austin & Morimoto, 2000). 
 
Although teachers are responsible for establishing the discourse patterns in the classroom, the 
teacher, who is a product of cultural reproduction, does not operate in isolation.  Our analysis 
has shown, and theoretically supported by sociocultural theory, that the context in which the 
teacher works is established by the interaction between the teachers’ students’ and schools’ 
beliefs. The learning and teaching environment that is created exists as a cultural reproduction 
of previous situations that have supported and allowed teaching practices to flourish that are 
monologic or dialogic in nature.  
 
So by relating our answer to studying how teachers engage, or do not engage, their students in 
target language use, we connect our results to the wider body of literature produced in this 
area of research to conclude that the reason why little target language use occurs in the 
language classroom is because multiple factors, that are historically construed, support 
learning in the monologic fashion. 
 
In conclusion, our theory as to why there is little target language use in the classroom is as 
follows. FL educators enter the teaching profession with beliefs about language, learning and 
teaching. The teachers’ beliefs are formed and shaped by their sociocultural history that 
comprises, as we reconstructed in the case studies, from personal experiences, significant 
events, reasons that motivated them to enter the profession and goals that they wish to achieve 
in the classroom. The teachers’ beliefs are reinforced by the schools’ beliefs in terms of the 
teaching practices that are explicitly encouraged in official policy documents, the teaching 
practices of other teachers and the students’ beliefs about language learning and their 
expectations of language learning at school. The teachers’ beliefs about language, learning 
and teaching are expressed through discourse patterns that can be characterized as being 
monologic or dialogic. The history and traditions of teaching, as illuminated by research 
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conducted by Thavenius (1981) and Wilhelm (2005) and supported in a sociocultural 
framework that asserts that cultural experiences, forms and habits of cultural behaviour are 
developed over time (Van der Veer & Valsiner, 1994) and are embedded in language use 
(Wells, 1999), highlights the pervasiveness and reproductive nature of FL teaching. As such, 
the teachers’, students’ and schools’ beliefs - as passed on by means of cultural reproduction - 
about language, learning and teaching conspire to create monologic classrooms wherein little 
target language is used, and that the target language use does not promote communicative 
competence among the students. 
7.4.4 Why there is little dialogic discourse in the classroom 
To offer a theory as to why there is little dialogic discourse in the classroom we examine the 
use of discourse in the trends of SL/FL movements in language teaching and learning in light 
of Nystrand et al. (1997)’s paradigms of education to language classrooms as well as to other 
secondary school subject areas at the historical level. As presented in section 2.5.3 Nystrand 
et al. (1997) conducted research in classrooms to ascertain the organization of instruction in 
terms of discourse patterns employed by the teachers. They theorized that underlying the 
discourse patterns are two paradigms of education, recitation and discussion. If we relate the 
two paradigms, that consist of an epistemology and communication model to the teachers’ 
beliefs about teaching and learning we see a relationship between beliefs, teaching practices, 
theories of knowledge and paradigms of education as depicted in table 7.7.  
 
Table 7.7 Historical context at the level of educational paradigms 
Teacher 
represents 
Paradigm Epistemology Communication model 
Hank 
 
Recitation Objectivism: knowledge 
is a given 
Transmission of 
knowledge 
Henry 
 
Recitation Objectivism: knowledge 
is a given 
Transmission of 
knowledge 
Len Discussion Dialogism: knowledge 
emerges from the  
interaction of voices 
Transformation of 
understandings 
 
To elaborate on the above table we relate the teachers’ beliefs about language learning and 
teaching to theories of knowledge within the two paradigms of education as outlined by 
Nystrand et al. (1997). The view that language learning is a process that consists of the learner 
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acquiring knowledge in incremental steps hails back to the Cartesian perspective that 
knowledge exists in the mind of the individual in a disembodied state (Leont’ev, 1981).  This 
theory of knowledge conjures up images of the familiar metaphors of students as empty 
vessels that wait to be filled with the teachers’ knowledge, or of students being porous and 
dry sponges that ‘soak up’ the teachers’ wisdom (Sfard, 1998). 
 
The metaphors signify that learners have the function and role of recipients who merely 
absorb knowledge given to them by others.  Such a view implies that knowledge is a material, 
quantifiable and inert mass that exists externally from the learner.  The goal of learning is 
therefore conceived as being the acquisition, or capturing of, this fixed and objective body of 
information (Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000). The view of teaching that corresponds to this theory 
is one of transmission because the learner, who is devoid of any of his own knowledge can 
only obtain it from someone or something that already has it in his possession.  This process 
of transmission takes the form of the teacher, the holder of knowledge, who bequeaths 
knowledge to the learner in a one directional and direct transfer that results in the learner 
reproducing the knowledge precisely as it was given (Mitchell & Myles, 2004; Sfard, 1998).  
 
Nystrand et al. (1997) use the term ‘recitation’ to depict this paradigm of education because of 
the form that this paradigm takes in classroom discourse.  In a recitation the teacher tells the 
students what they need to know in a ‘script-like’ fashion that is delivered regardless of, and 
without consideration of, students’ experiences, interests, values and talents.  This one-sided 
relationship exists because the teacher perceives the students as ‘empty containers’ that lack 
knowledge and experiences to contribute to the discourse (Mitchell & Myles, 2004). Nystrand 
et al. (1997)’s research confirmed that this theory of knowledge, as exhibited in monologic 
discourse patterns exists not only in SL/FL classrooms but as well as in other subject areas. 
Nystrand et al. (1997)’s research examined instructional delivery in L1 secondary school 
classrooms and their findings confirmed those of several studies conducted in classrooms of 
other subject areas such as history, science and mathematics to assess the teachers’ behaviours 
in terms of how they used discourse patterns to deliver instruction (Hoetker & Ahlbrand, 
1969). The studies date from the early 20th century and the fact that recent studies show 
similar results confirms that theories of knowledge within paradigms of education are 
tenacious and not easily changed (Hoetker & Ahlbrand, 1969).  
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If we relate the paradigms of education to the three teachers, we see that the beliefs of Hank 
and Henry about language learning and teaching, as evidenced in the monologic discourse 
patterns present in their classrooms, are compatible with the epistemology of objectivism: 
knowledge is a given. 
 
The opposing view to objectivism is that language learning is a function of practice that 
involves the activity of using.  In this theory of teaching is based on the premise that learning 
is only possible if it can be related to existing knowledge (Van Lier, 1996).  The implication 
of this theory is that the learner plays an active role in his own learning as interaction takes 
place between the learner's existing knowledge and new knowledge to engage in or create 
something unique (Wells, 1999). 
 
This view conjures up images of students, for example, that are involved in a scrimmage.  
They arrive at practice having previously learned and practised the rules of the game and 
continue to learn by practising strategies and techniques with other team members.  In this 
metaphor, key concepts such as ‘playing’ and ‘practising’ are paramount to the importance of 
participation, belonging and engagement in the process of gaining knowledge.  This view 
implies that knowledge is performance and that this is inferred in the actions observed (Schön, 
1983). As such, knowledge is not considered to be a mass or body of static information, but 
has a texture that is fluid, elastic and dynamic and emerges in the discourse that takes place 
when people are joined together in activities (Wells, 1999). The view of teaching that 
corresponds to a theory of knowledge is one where interaction as knowledge is created and 
co-constructed through the interaction, or discourse, between the teacher and learner. The 
result is that the learner is capable of applying new skills independently in new situations 
(Wells, 1999). 
 
Nystrand et al. (1997) use the term ‘discussion’ to depict this paradigm of education because 
of the form that paradigm takes in classroom discourse.  In the educational setting the teacher 
presents information to the student and asks for contributions from the students.  The teacher 
validates the answer by responding to the content of what the student said.  In other words, 
the teacher's response precludes and also depends on what was said to the student in a 
conversation-type exchange (Bakhtin, 1981).  This interaction exists because the students are 
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perceived as individuals who possess values, talents, and interests that require a manner of 
expression for learning to occur (Nystrand et al., 1997). 
 
If we relate this paradigm to Len's beliefs about language learning and teaching, as evidenced 
in the dialogic discourse patterns present in his classroom, we see that his beliefs are 
compatible with the epistemology of dialogism: Knowledge emerges from the interaction of 
voices. A clear link thus exists between Nystrand et al. (1997)’s ‘dialogism’, that is squarely 
set in sociocultural theory, and Vygotsky (1978)’s theory of development.  Vygotsky (1978) 
theorized that higher order thinking emerges through the co-construction of knowledge by 
both the teacher and students who were jointly involved and engaged in activities, through the 
use of cultural tools and resources at their disposal, that are individually and socially relevant 
and enable the students to apply and appropriate their newfound skills and knowledge in new 
situations to create something new (Donato & McCormick, 1994).   
 
In conclusion, our related theory as to why there is little dialogic discourse in the classroom is 
as follows. Teachers’, students’ and schools’ beliefs about language, learning and teaching 
exist and have been reinforced by historical views about learning and teaching in SL/FL 
movements. As a consequence, the teachers’, students’ and school’s beliefs interact and create 
environments where monologic discourse patterns flourish. Underlying the beliefs are theories 
of knowledge, within paradigms of education as outlined by Nystrand et al. (1997). The 
history and traditions of teaching, as shown by research conducted by Nystrand et al. (1997) 
and supported in a sociocultural framework that asserts the power of cultural reproduction that 
is reflected in language use, accentuates the prevalent and persistent nature of teaching. As 
such, teachers’, students’ and schools’ beliefs about what constitutes knowledge interact and 
produce monologic classrooms where only factual information that is disseminated by the 
teacher is valued. 
 
 
7.4.5 Conclusion to this section 
Our research has shown how discourse between a teacher and students exemplifies the 
development of discourse patterns in the classroom. By looking at development in terms of 
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language use in a classroom by means of the genetic approach, the results show that a 
development of language use has occurred, not at the microgenetic level, but at the 
ontogenetic level as well as at the historical level. Beginning at the ontogenetic level, Len 
gives evidence of having modified the monologic patterns of language use that he was 
familiar with from his secondary school language learning experiences to ones that are 
dialogic. In other words, despite his encounters with language learning episodes that were 
embedded in monologic traditions, he embraces beliefs about language learning and teaching, 
as well as teaching practices, that are commensurate with those of a dialogic tradition.  
 
At the historical level we see development in trends in SL/FL teaching movements as 
represented by teacher Len. The existence of an alternative view to teaching and learning in 
the grammar translation movement, as seen in the attributes of dialogic discourse in Len’s 
classroom that run parallel to the views of teaching and learning associated with the 
communicative approach, shows that a different type of mediated action has taken place at the 
level of SL/FL teaching.  
 
Finally, framing our research in sociocultural theory and applying the principles of the genetic 
approach to the data has enabled us to form a theory as to why little target language use 
occurs in the classroom as well as a related theory as to why little dialogic discourse occurs in 
the classroom by studying the development of language use in the classroom at different 
levels of genetic analysis.  
 
Based on our research findings we can conclude that if a teacher conceives language as a 
system (Thavenius, 1981) of rules and that knowledge is a fixed mass of facts, then his view 
of language learning is one that involves the memorization of vocabulary and grammar rules. 
The teaching of grammar rules and vocabulary lists consists of the teacher providing the 
students with facts. In this system of instruction interaction, which we have defined as 
dialogic discourse, is not necessary.   
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7.5 Related facets of sociocultural theory  
Our study focused on gaining insight into target language use in the Dutch EFL classroom by 
examining the history of behaviour in the framework of sociocultural theory. Now that we 
have acquired an understanding of the context in which the discourse patterns exist we can 
link our data to ZPD learning at the microgenetic level of the learners, and our results to 
Activity Theory at the historical level of the teachers.  
7.5.1 Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) 
As stated in chapter two, Vygotsky (1978) defines the ZPD as being "the distance between the 
actual developmental level as determined by independent problem-solving and the level of 
potential development as determined through problem-solving under adult guidance or in 
collaboration with more capable peers" (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86). Our research was focused on 
gaining insight into teaching practices and not learning outcomes and, as such, our data do not 
provide examples of learning in the strictest sense of Vygotsky (1978)'s definition. However, 
Vygotsky (1978)’s notions continue to be modified and interpreted (Mitchell & Myles, 2004) 
and thus understanding the ZPD has assumed multiple meanings. For example, if we apply to 
the ZPD the notions that, "whenever people collaborate in an activity, each can assist the 
others, and each can learn from the contribution of others" (Wells, 1999, p.333) and that, 
"learning will be more successful when it is mediated by interaction that expresses mutual 
respect, trust and concern" (Wells, 1999, p. 333), then we can demonstrate that learning in the 
ZPD is more likely to occur among peers in Len’s classroom at the microgenetic level. The 
same cannot be said of the other two teachers, Hank and Henry, as learning in the ZPD did 
not, according to the definition, occur in the classrooms. 
 
The following two examples give evidence of how peers assisted the group in learning spoken 
English by correcting errors 
 
S1 – “In the evening we went to a coffee, cafe, “ 
S2 - "A pub." 
S1 - "Oh yeah, a pub, and the next day we filled the drawing on the wall..."  
 
S3 - "Yesterday I made a wall of beton." 
S4 - "Beton is concrete." (class video, 19/03/02) 
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The context in which the above interactions took place was one where mutual respect had 
been established. Questions such as "are you looking forward to going on the [student] 
exchange?” (class video 19/03/02), “what do you want to do [for a career]?” (class video, 
19/03/02) and “you cheated, you spoke Dutch. Can you say that in English?” (class video, 
28/02/02) gave the impression that the students expressed genuine interest in their peers’ 
experiences and engaged in authentic exchanges. So although our research did not aim to 
measure educational outcomes, if the examples provided above can be included in the 
definition of development within the ZPD, then learning did occur among peers. 
7.5.2 Activity Theory 
Activity Theory offers a perspective from which we can examine our research findings, 
provide the means to re-analyze the findings at the abstract historical level to offer a method 
of triangulation. As explained in chapter two section 2.4.5, key to Activity Theory is that 
activity consists of three levels: activity, action and operation.  
 
By looking at the results of the data analysis in terms of Leont’ev’s (1981) tristratal theory of 
activity we can illustrate the relationship between the three teachers’ beliefs about learning 
and teaching, their delivery of instruction and interaction in the discourse patterns that they 
maintain. To show this relationship we borrow the application of Leont’ev’s (1981) theory 
from Wells (1999) and characterize activity as the organization of curricular events from the 
viewpoint of the teacher’s beliefs about teaching and learning. We do this as the teacher uses 
his belief implicitly to determine what the students will learn and how the learning will occur. 
Action is marked by the curricular activities that the students engage in to reach the goals 
established by the teacher. Wells (1999) distinguishes four levels of activity that consists of 
curricular unit or thematic unit, activity or goal-oriented unit of activity, task or component of 
activity and step or smallest component of the test. Finally, operation is used to characterize 
how the actions will take place in the classroom by giving particular attention to the 
interaction that unfolds. A similar relationship to the three teachers’ activity can be found by 
examining the case study results in figure 7.1 following Wells (1999) use of Leont’ev’s 
tristratal theory of activity (1981). 
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Activity 
Teacher Hank Henry Len 
Goal Prepare for fact-
based tests and 
teach British 
culture 
Teach poetry Improve all skill 
areas 
Belief about 
learning 
Recitation Recitation Discussion 
Belief about 
teaching 
Transmission Transmission Transformation 
of 
understandings 
 
Action 
Teacher Hank Henry Len 
Curricular 
unit 
Textbook 
unit 
Poetry 
booklet 
Textbook-
based unit 
Activity Prepare 
for 
textbook 
related 
test 
Prepare 
for 
booklet 
related 
test 
Activities 
related to 
theme 
Task Exercises 
from 
textbook 
Exercises 
from 
booklet 
Activities to 
enhance one 
skill area 
Steps Seatwork Seatwork Group work 
to practice 
one skill 
area  
Operation 
Teacher Hank Henry Len 
Discourse Monologic Monologic Dialogic 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7.1 Tristratal theory of activity of the three case studies 
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The figure shows how the actions, activities and operations form a dynamic relationship that 
fosters monologic or dialogic discourse. For example, Hank’s beliefs about teaching and 
learning guide his choice of curricular activities that are centred on completing exercises from 
a textbook. Hank’s selection of classroom activities results in a discourse that does not require 
speaking beyond the IRF pattern. As such, although spoken English is involved in the lessons, 
speaking serves no learning purpose because it is disenfranchised from Hank’s teaching goals.  
 
Although Henry’s goals differed from those of Hank, his beliefs about learning and teaching 
are similar. His choices of curricular activities, while different from those chosen by Hank, 
are similar in composition as are the resulting patterns of discourse. What we conclude is that 
Henry’s selection of classroom activities results in a discourse that does not require speaking 
beyond monologic discourse. As such, although spoken English is involved in the lessons, 
speaking serves no learning purpose because it is disenfranchised from Henry’s teaching 
goals.  
 
A different portrait is painted by examining Len’s classroom. For example, the figure shows 
that the actions, activities and operations form a dynamic relationship that fosters dialogic 
discourse. For example, Len’s beliefs about teaching and learning require the students to 
speak the target language and also guide his choice of curricular activities that are centred on 
enhancing the four skill areas. Len’s selection of classroom activities results in a discourse 
that demands speaking in a dialogic manner. As such, speaking in dialogue is essential in the 
classroom because it is tied to Len’s teaching goal.  
 
Activity Theory argues that understanding the activity of an individual involves uncovering 
the motive, goal or activity and its interdependent relationship with the choice of goal-
directed actions and their operations as the individual's motives inform the activities and 
actions engaged in (Donato & McCormick, 1994). This understanding explains why, for 
example, Hank and Len use the same textbook in different ways. Hank uses the textbook as 
his sole pedagogical guide and teaching instrument whereas Len uses it as the basis for the 
themes that he covers using his own material. Hank’s application of the textbook requires 
monologic discourse whereas Len’s use demands dialogic discourse with the students. 
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Activity Theory allows us to understand how teachers’ different motives guide their teaching 
practices that differ even when using similar pedagogical material.  
 
By looking at the teachers’ teaching practices as systems of activity it is possible to 
understand why it is not possible to change only one aspect, for example demanding dialogic 
discourse, due to the interdependence of motives, actions and operations. As such, any desired 
change needs to centre primarily on goals, and since goal setting is guided by historical 
factors, other factors require changing as well. In section 8.3.5 we elaborate on the notion of 
change in light of sociocultural theory.  
7.6    Chapter summary 
In this chapter we provided a summary of the research and conducted a cross-case analysis to 
answer the question: How do teachers engage, or do not engage, their students in target 
language use? We applied the principles of the genetic method to examine our findings in the 
larger setting of SL/FL movements and educational paradigms to offer theories as to why 
there is little target language use in the SL/FL classroom and little dialogic discourse in the 
classroom. Finally, we looked at our data and findings in light of sociocultural concepts. We 
now proceed to chapter eight where we present our conclusions and discussion.
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Chapter 8: Conclusions and discussion 
8.1  Introduction 
In this last chapter we summarize our main conclusions. Specifically, we recapitulate the 
answer to the question: How do teachers engage, or do not engage, their students in target 
language use? We provide a ‘small-scale’ theory to answer the question: Why is there little 
target language spoken in the language classroom? We then extend our theory to provide an 
answer to the question: Why is there little dialogic discourse in the classroom? The discussion 
portion of the chapter consists of examining the relevancy, strengths and limitations of the 
study and looking at the potential for further research. We look at the implications of our 
research by relating our study to others conducted in the broader area of belief change at the 
classroom and school level and from a sociocultural perspective.  
8.2 Conclusions 
The three case studies enabled us to gain an understanding of how teachers engage, or do not 
engage, their students in target language use in the Dutch EFL secondary school classroom. 
We discovered that the students’ use of the target language, or lack thereof, came as a 
response to the manner in which the teachers used the FL. Teachers’ discourse patterns that 
were monologic elicited one-word or short phrase answers whereas teacher discourse patterns 
that were dialogic drew more substantial and conversation-type responses from the students 
and also among the students. 
 
We learned that the teachers’ choices of classroom discourse pattern were not made randomly 
but reflected their beliefs about language learning and teaching. Our investigation led to the 
discovery that the teachers’ beliefs were the outcome of, for example, language learning 
experiences and significant events that the teachers chose to recount during semi-structured 
interviews. Further, our analysis showed that the teachers’ beliefs were reinforced by those of 
other teachers observed who used similar discourse patterns, and the teachers’ beliefs were 
strengthened by school policy documents that explicitly stated teaching preferences that could 
be related to the teachers’ beliefs about learning and teaching. Finally, the data showed that 
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the students’ beliefs about how languages are learned served to complement the teachers’ 
beliefs, regardless of their similarity or difference to those of the teachers. In sum, in our aim 
to understand how teachers engage, or do not engage, their students in target language use we 
learned that the teachers’, schools’ and students’ beliefs consistently created complex systems 
of interaction that fostered, or failed to foster, target language use in the FL classroom. 
 
The findings of the three case studies gave us the means to look beyond the classrooms by 
connecting the teachers’ beliefs about learning and teaching to views about language, learning 
and teaching that underlie historical trends in SL/FL teaching. This analytical step assisted in 
the forming of a ‘small-scale’ theory as to why there is little target language spoken in the 
secondary school language classroom. Influenced by the work conducted by Thavenius 
(1981) and Wilhelm (2005) and examined in light of a sociocultural framework (Vygotsky, 
1978) our findings show that views concerning language, learning and teaching are persistent. 
As a result, many teachers’, students’ and schools’ beliefs - as passed on by means of cultural 
reproduction - about language, learning and teaching nurture classroom environments wherein 
monologic discourse flourishes and that the target language use does not foster 
communicative competence among the students. 
 
Having examined the three case studies to trends in SL/FL teaching we related the findings to 
paradigms of education as proposed by Nystrand et al. (1997) to extend our ‘small-scale’ 
theory to offer a theory as to why there is little dialogic discourse in the classroom. Influenced 
by the work conducted by Nystrand et al. (1997) based in sociocultural theory our findings 
indicate that underlying teaching practices, in terms of discourse patterns fostered by teachers, 
are theories of knowledge that, through cultural reproduction, remain deeply rooted. As a 
consequence, many teachers’, students’ and schools’ implicit theories of knowledge produce 
classrooms that are dominated by monologic discourse.  
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8.3 Discussion  
8.3.1 Relevancy 
Sociocultural research in SL/FL settings has largely concentrated on examining the 
development of language learning among students. The studies frequently apply the genetic 
method to observe the potential development in the ZPD at the microgenetic level (Thorne, 
2005). Our study departs from this research tradition in that our study focused on language 
development, not in terms of learning, but in the cultural reproduction of language use in the 
FL classroom. Moreover, to uncover the development of language use in the classroom we 
employed research methods that operated not only at the microgenetic level, but also at the 
ontogenetic and historical levels. 
 
From a theoretical point of view, the research findings indicate that using sociocultural theory 
by means of studying the history of behaviour of three teachers to understand the 
development of language use in the classroom provides fruitful results. The use of the genetic 
method at the three levels created the means to connect the past to the present to understand 
how cultural reproduction influences the current behaviour enacted in classroom discourse 
patterns. Further, conducting research by means of using the genetic method offered an 
approach to building a theory to account for the reasons why there is little target language use 
in the language classroom and to extend the theory to include an answer to why there is little 
dialogic discourse in the classroom. As such, our findings show that sociocultural theory has 
research applications that extend beyond the established means of conducting research in 
SL/FL settings. 
 
Our research sheds light on a problem that is little understood. It is generally accepted that to 
learn to speak a language one needs to practice speaking the language (Bouman, 1998; 
Popma, 1997; Schulz, 1998; Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000). This general assumption has led 
to the proliferation of classroom textbooks that has increased the number of speaking 
exercises, use of computer mediated exercises to increase communication with other learners 
(Greenfield, 2003; Samuel, 2001), professional papers suggesting teaching methods to 
increase communication (Nassaji, 2000; Pegrum, 2000) and research that links teaching 
practices to speaking competence (Cohen, Weaver, & Tao-Yuan, 1996; Damhuis, 2000; 
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Kinginger, 2000; Yuping & Chengzheng, 2000). Yet little research has looked at the reasons 
why the problem of little target language use exists in the first place. Examining this problem 
is necessary because despite the above- mentioned suggestions, IRF patterns, the ones that fail 
to promote communicative competence, continue to thrive in many SL/FL classrooms 
(Savignon, 2002). Our research has shown that the problem is deeply rooted in concepts of 
knowledge that are reproduced and represented in a multitude of ways in a dynamic and 
complex educational context. As such, the problem cannot be ‘solved’ by merely introducing 
a new textbook or a classroom exercise because the solution involves a paradigm shift in 
education in terms of what constitutes knowledge, language, teaching and learning.  
8.3.2 Strengths 
This research provides a unique glimpse into the reality of secondary school classroom 
teaching and learning from the viewpoint of the teacher and also of the students. This research 
comes, in part, as a response to a call to conduct longitudinal research in classrooms (Freeman 
& Johnson, 1998) and in particular, in secondary schools, where research has largely been 
neglected. Research into secondary schools is significant because educational policies, as 
enacted in schools by teachers, impacts on more students than does research conducted in 
tertiary educational settings as is the case most often. 
 
The study itself has been shown to be internally consistent. Data collection occurred in 
various forms and at different levels of genetic analysis. The analysis of the data, done 
independently by the researcher and one supervisor, from all sources and at all levels provided 
similar categories and relationships between the categories that complemented and reinforced 
one another. Although each teacher proved to be unique in his personal background, 
motivations and school settings, the relationships between the factors that affected the type of 
discourse patterns observed remained constant. This has assisted in providing a degree of 
integrity in the study. Further, the transparency of the research methods followed and the 
development and application of our instrument of analysis would make it possible for other 
researchers conducting studies in similar conditions and theoretical framework to achieve the 
same results (Mason, 1998; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Finally, the re-analysis, or rather 
exploration from a genetic perspective, confirmed our conclusions and led to new 
CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 
 
213 
perspectives such as how a study of past-to-present behaviours could help us gain further 
understanding the origin of teachers’ behaviours.  
 
Our research analysis and findings have enabled us to gain an understanding of how teachers 
engage, or do not engage, their students in target language use.  By examining the discourse 
patterns between teachers and students in three secondary school classrooms we have 
contributed to the understanding of interaction, in its complexity and richness, at the 
classroom and school level. In addition, by linking our findings to the wider area of research 
in the field of SL/FL teaching, we have formed two ‘small-scale’ theories to understand why 
little target language is spoken in the language classroom and why there is little dialogic 
discourse in the classroom. These theories add insight into the existing body of knowledge 
concerning interaction in the FL classroom. 
 
The findings of our study are in line with those of related research in other settings. Namely, 
that the majority of secondary school teachers conduct classes in a manner of recitation 
(Flanders, 1970; Hoetker & Ahlbrand, 1969; Nystrand, et al., 1997) whereby the lessons are 
dominated by worksheets and lectures (Savignon, 1997; Tharp, Estrada, Stoll-Dalton, & 
Yamauchi, 2000) given in the L1 (Bonnet, 2004; Popma, 1997). This type of classroom 
environment reflects teachers' images of what classes should look like (Johnson, 1995; Schön, 
1983), and these deeply entrenched beliefs are the result of teachers' experiences as learners 
(Lortie, 1975) that are reinforced by the classroom and school culture in which the teachers 
work (Freeman & Johnson, 1998).   
 
The research methods employed made us privy to information that we otherwise would not 
have gained. We were fortunate to find three teachers who were willing to reflect on their 
teaching practices. We discovered that many teachers were not available to participate in the 
study due to a lack of time. The ones who did participate in our study were remarkable in their 
openness and ability to reflect, while being recorded, candidly on their teaching and to open 
their classes to the never-forgetting lens of the camera. 
 
Conducting research in the manner we did, involving semi-structured interviews over an 
extended period of time, allowed a relationship to flourish in which teachers felt comfortable 
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divulging personal information that we otherwise would not have been able to access. Luria 
(1979) expresses the value of conducting case studies when he states that he is in “favour of 
in-depth case studies that rely on observation, empathy, and interaction to understand human 
beings” (as cited in Poehner, 2005) and their functioning. By means of conducting case 
studies we showed how educational settings are complex, dynamic and unique. At the same 
time, however, conducting case study research also holds inherent limitations that we now 
address in the following section. 
8.3.3 Limitations 
Case study research generates reams of data that require classification and organization in 
order to analyze and synthesize data (Mason, 1998). This process is one that naturally 
involves data reduction. Although the process of developing concepts and relationships to 
build theory is rigorous, the outcome consists of results that risks being devoid of some of the 
richness, nuance and fine details that characterize the dynamic classroom context. 
 
Potential insight would have been gained by a more comprehensive study of the context of the 
school. The only sources of data available to us by which beliefs were uncovered were official 
school documents and observations of a couple of teachers rather than conducting interviews 
with school officials and other teachers. Three reasons account for this. First, the fact that our 
research methodology, as well as methods, developed over time, it was only after the data 
analysis of the first case study that it became apparent that understanding the teachers’ beliefs 
would also necessitate reconstructing the schools’ beliefs (which capture the teachers’ beliefs 
as well) and other teachers’ beliefs. Unfortunately, however, by the time we realized this, data 
collection for the second and third case studies was well under way. Second, issues of time, 
resources and access rendered it impossible to interview school officials and other teachers. 
Further studies in this area would benefit from taking into consideration issues of access and 
leaving the option open for potentially collecting additional sources of data. 
 
The scope of the research did not permit us to delve into learning results. Had we incorporated 
the learning component to the analysis the results might have lent an additional dimension to 
our findings. The choice for this was conscious, however. Issues of methodology prevented us 
from using additional sources of data because our goal involved pursuing an interest in 
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understanding the process of language use rather than the process and product of language 
learning. In addition, notwithstanding the potential interest, the study of learning outcomes 
surpassed the scope of our research.  
8.3.4 Further research  
In the course of our study we came across questions which we did not answer that would 
benefit from further research: From where do the students’ beliefs originate, to what degree 
do students adopt teachers' beliefs, to what degree does the school influence the teachers' 
beliefs, which factors influence the creation of the school policy and teacher selection and 
vice versa, and to what degree can professional development influence and change teachers' 
beliefs. Our experience using genetic analysis has shown that it is a promising approach to 
studying classroom discourse to understand the present from the past. Research into 
understanding the relationship, for example, between teachers’ beliefs from past experiences 
and school traditions could benefit from using a genetic approach. Further, the study provides 
the ‘what's’ and ‘why's’ of discourse patterns in the classroom, but not the ‘how’ of 
introducing change in classrooms. 
 
From our research, as supported by the literature, we have an understanding of what discourse 
patterns occur in three classrooms and the reasons why the teachers encourage certain types of 
discourse in the classroom. In addition, from our research findings, as supported by the 
literature, we know what type of discourse would be favourable for creating conditions for 
higher order thinking that would encourage communicative competence among the students. 
Finally, the question that remains is the ‘how’ of what can be done to create dialogic 
classrooms. We turn to this in the next section where we place our study in the context of 
belief change. 
8.3.5 The present study in the context of related research 
Nystrand et al. (1997), Tharp et al. (2000) and Wells (1999), among others, have identified 
the reasons why dialogic classrooms are necessary for student learning and the elements that 
need to be present (Hall, 2000; Tharp et al., 2000) to create a rich classroom environment. 
One of the key ingredients is for teachers to adopt teaching practices that encourage dialogue, 
and as the literature has shown, these practices are often incongruent with the teachers’ 
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current teaching methods. Once it becomes clear what precisely the teaching practices are that 
need to be adopted, how can the changes be accomplished? This question is of particular 
importance as developing a new teaching repertoire requires more than a new lesson plan or 
textbook. Without an alteration in beliefs, from the perspective of both the teachers and 
school leaders, the change in teaching methods can only be superficial (Richardson, 1997, p. 
915). How does one go about achieving this? 
 
Before trying to answer the question of how to change teachers’ and schools’ beliefs it is 
worthwhile examining other research that has shed light on the vexing subject. We will first 
review research that has been conducted to challenge prospective teachers' beliefs. We will 
then review research that has been successful in changing teachers’ and schools’ beliefs, make 
recommendations and finally, we will compare the success studies and link them to existing 
programs and ideas for future professional development in light of sociocultural theory. 
The challenges of changing prospective teachers’ beliefs 
Despite the need for school cultures to embrace professional development, researchers (for 
example Anderson & Bird, 1995; Geijsel, Sleegers, Van den Berg, & Kelchtermans, 2001; 
Kelchtermans, 2000) illustrate how difficult it is to alter beliefs. The daunting task of 
changing teachers' beliefs has been the focus of a number of studies designed to challenge 
prospective teachers' beliefs about teaching and learning. By means of, for example, 
interviewing prospective teachers, engaging in discussions and having students keep journals 
during the introductory teaching courses, the researchers were able to gain insight into the 
student teachers' beliefs and discover if changes had occurred during the course of the 
program. In terms of challenging beliefs, the studies examined reported limited success. They 
found that, for instance, the student teachers had been successful secondary school learners, 
that is, obedient and passive. Many of these students found it so uncomfortable to, for 
example, express their opinions that they could not break away from their learned patterns of 
school behaviour to examine, let alone challenge, their beliefs (Reis, 2005; Wilson, 1990).  
 
Anderson and Bird (1995) showed that when students were presented with different images of 
teaching they indicated that they considered them to be ‘options’ for what they would do in 
their own classrooms. Rather than "expanding their belief system they interpreted each case 
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through the lens of their initial images of teaching" (p. 495). Bird, Anderson, Sullivan and 
Swindler (1993) discovered that Bird’s students expected that he, as a University professor, 
would lecture rather than invite them to discuss and present their own knowledge and ideas. 
He wondered if, despite the fact that students did engage in discussion, that they merely 
"play[ed] the college game: give him what he seems to want, get past the course, and get on 
with your life" (p. 266). Johnson (1995) found that despite intentions to teach differently than 
they had been taught at school, student teachers presented lessons as they had been taught, as 
evidenced in the video recordings of their placement teaching. Finally, the question has been 
raised as to whether or not it is possible to change pre-service teachers' beliefs given their lack 
of teaching experience and practical knowledge (Richardson & Placier, 2001). 
The successes of changing teachers’ beliefs 
The conclusions drawn from the four studies described above paint a bleak portrait for 
change. Fortunately, however, in-service programs aimed at bringing about change in 
teachers' beliefs have reported more success. For example, in Pennington's research (1995), 
eight Chinese teachers of English in secondary schools in Hong Kong changed their beliefs, 
and thus teaching style, as a result of reflecting on their experiences as they moved through a 
six-month training program designed to tackle problems they had encountered in teaching 
secondary school writing. What emerged from this process of receiving training, feedback and 
support from the researchers while reflecting on their experiences by means of diary writing, 
was the integration of the teachers' practice with the theory to which they had been exposed. 
The teachers adapted, in this case process writing, teaching innovations to their own situations 
that they applied in their own personal teaching practice. 
 
Similarly, Johnson and Golombeck (2003) describe the changes that occurred in a grade five 
teacher that came about as a result of videotaping his classes and engaging in extensive 
dialogue with peer teachers in his master's program. As a result of the interaction and 
reflection, the teacher was able to uncover the reasons why some students were silent in his 
classroom and find alternative teaching practices to solve what he had felt was a problem in 
his classroom and with his teaching. 
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Recommendations for changing beliefs at the teacher and school level 
In comparing the two above-mentioned in-service training programs, similarities emerge. For 
example, the teachers identified and diagnosed a problem for which they sought a solution. To 
find solutions the teachers received training, feedback and support from trainers or peers to 
examine and challenge their existing beliefs. The training and feedback acted as a catalyst for 
the teachers to engage in self-reflection. The self-reflection, in turn, led to the teachers' 
development of new classroom activities, practices and beliefs for which they received further 
feedback. In addition, although the studies do not elaborate on this explicitly, we assume that 
the schools provided support for the projects in some way to enable this process of change to 
occur. 
 
The elements that the two successful stories shared also figure prominently in the 
prerequisites for change in existing pre-service and in-service teacher training programs. For 
example, teachers need to acknowledge that a problem exists that requires addressing their 
own beliefs (Johnson & Golombeck, 2003) and experience, as teacher trainees, positive 
learning experiences in environments that encourage and stimulate their development as 
lifelong learners (Crookes, 1997; Hall, 2000). In addition, teachers require specific skills and 
tools for organizing classroom instruction that is dialogic in nature (Tharp et al., 2000) in 
order to build interpersonal relationships among active student participants (Hall, 2000). 
 
To create such a dialogic and dynamic learning environment, however, teachers need to 
examine the feelings, values, needs and behavioural inclinations that are triggered when 
teachers are confronted with challenging teaching situations (Korthagen & Kessels, 1999). 
Only by understanding what motivates teachers to respond to situations and teach as they do 
can teachers understand their underlying beliefs and challenge them (Van de Ven, 1996). To 
assist teachers in identifying and challenging their beliefs they need to receive support and 
feedback while reflecting "not only on how they teach, but also on why they teach in a 
particular way" (Ferraro, 2000, p. 3), as effective teaching necessitates inquiry, reflection, and 
professional growth (Harris, 1998). 
 
Professional growth is also distinguished in in-service programs that encourage, among other 
things, teachers to engage in action research (Kelchtermans, 2000). Ponte (2002) noted in her 
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research that teachers are able to gain insight into their own practice and as a result improve 
their teaching by engaging in and learning how to conduct action research. Her findings are in 
line with similar research geared towards encouraging and enabling teachers to engage in and 
reflect on their teaching practices to improve their teaching (Van de Ven, Martens, & Imants, 
2005). 
 
Creating the environment for teachers to reflect on their teaching practices, however, is not 
always straightforward. Barone, Berliner, Blanchard, Casanova & McGowan (1996) 
confirmed that a relationship exists between teacher isolation and the stagnation in learning 
that is, unfortunately, noteworthy of some teachers’ development. Isolation is detrimental to 
the support and feedback that teachers require to develop professionally (Hargreaves & 
Fullan, 1992). Thus to bridge the gap between the individual autonomy that the teachers 
experience and the collegial partnerships that they need to continue learning, teachers require 
a school culture that embraces cooperation and collegiality (Hargreaves, 2000; Lieberman, 
1990; Sisken & Little, 1995). Hargreaves (2000) calls the shift in focus from the individual to 
teamwork the ‘new professionalism’, and this professionalism necessitates the adoption of a 
school culture whereby the professional development of teachers plays a central role. As 
defined by Hoyle & John (1995), professional development is “the process by which 
individuals acquire the knowledge, skills, attitudes and values which will improve the service 
they provide to clients” (p. 17). 
 
In-service or pre-service training programs that contain elements of reflection and feedback 
are essential but not sufficient. Teachers also require a school environment that allows for and 
encourages learning and innovation because teachers' practices are socially and culturally 
mediated and thus perpetually formed and shaped within the classrooms, staff rooms and 
schools where they teach (Freeman & Johnson, 1998; Gudmundsdottir, 2001; Wilson, 2003). 
Facilitating professional growth is about stimulating the development of a professional 
community (Richardson& Placier, 2001). As exemplified in our own research, teacher Len 
appeared to be the teacher most open to learning. He incorporated elements of dialogic 
discourse in his classroom and regularly attended meetings with colleagues to discuss 
alternative ways of teaching the classroom material. At the same time, the school policy 
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endorsed professional development and provided opportunities and facilities for the teachers 
to form groups to learn from each other.   
 
In contrast, teachers Henry and Hank did not indicate that professional development played a 
role in their teaching. Both fostered monologic discourse in their classrooms and neither 
attended workshops nor followed courses to enhance their teaching. At the same time, the 
schools provided few, if any, options for receiving training, and the school policies stated that 
tradition, rather than innovation, was the driving force behind both schools. As such, it would 
seem that regardless of the teachers' willingness, or lack thereof, to invest in professional 
development, school policy plays a significant role in shaping the environment that facilitates, 
or fails to facilitate, innovation.  
 
To answer the question then, of how one assists teachers and schools to continue developing 
professionally, we look to the work of Sprinthall, Reiman & Thies-Sprinthall (1996). They 
propose an interactive approach to professional development that combines teachers’ practical 
or ‘bottom-up’ knowledge and expert ‘top-bottom’ knowledge. Interactive learning is a 
process whereby teachers become active participants in their own development by combining 
both their own practical knowledge with that of an expert. Collegial coaching, with the goal of 
teachers learning new skills and acquiring new competencies while reflecting on their 
teaching practices, is one form of learning that can be interactive (Engelen, 2002; Showers & 
Joyce, 1996). Another form of learning is what Oja (2002) calls ‘collaborative action 
research’ whereby teachers assist one another in gaining insight into their teaching practices. 
Belief change from a sociocultural perspective 
Vygotsky (1978) claimed that the sociocultural setting is the, "primary, and determining, 
factor in the development of higher forms of human mental activity" (Lantolf & Appel, 1994, 
p. 6). He conceived learning as a social activity that occurs among individuals involved in 
making meaning (Wells, 1999). Tharp et al. (2000), basing their work on Vygotsky (1978)'s 
theory, call for the implementation of ‘five standards’ in classroom activity to achieve 
pedagogical innovation and improvement. These comprise: having teachers and students 
producing together, developing language and literacy across curriculum, making meaning: 
connecting school to students’ lives, teaching complex thinking and teaching through 
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conversation. For teachers to implement these standards, however, a shift in teachers’ beliefs 
and practices will be necessary. We found in our study that the teachers’ beliefs and practices 
are reinforced and strengthened by those of the school. Therefore, for the process of 
development and learning to occur, as outlined by Tharp et al. (2000), school settings need to 
form part of a professional community of practice and dialogue that enriches, facilitates, and 
dedicates long-term commitment to teacher, staff and school-wide forays into exploring and 
challenging practices and beliefs with the aim of improving teaching that is dialogic in nature. 
For action research to be a vital ingredient in affecting change it can only be done if it occurs 
in line with change at all levels: in the classroom, in the staff and in the school (Odenthal, 
2003). This is in line with sociocultural theory because, as stated by Rozycki and Goldfarb 
(2000), Vygotsky (1978)’s theories: 
 
“have implications for institutionalized educational system…[because] human 
learning presupposes a specific social nature and is part of a process by which children 
grow into the intellectual life of those around them. By implication, society is the 
shaper of thought, and, therefore, society's education of its young is an inevitability; 
To the extent that education is a conscious responsibility, institutions can shape the 
educational process, most efficiently by providing education within the zone of 
proximal development” (Rozycki & Goldfarb, 2000, p. 2) 
 
In other words, creating a classroom that stimulates an environment conducive to the 
development of higher order thinking requires the creation of a school that fosters similar 
conditions. 
8.4 Conclusion to this chapter 
Effecting school-wide change is challenging but schools can, and are capable of, undergoing 
change. For example, Little (1995) documented the changes in teachers' practice as a school 
underwent a restructuring process to improve teaching and learning. Teachers changed their 
beliefs and thus their teaching methods as a result of creating a new curriculum through a 
process that engendered professional development within a support system that enhanced 
beliefs identification, collegiality and experimentation. Similarly, Mahr and Midgley (1996) 
identified cultural change as the leading factor to successfully introduce teacher change in 
elementary and middle school. This conclusion was in line with Louis, Kruse and Marks 
(1996) findings that what promoted teacher change was the development of professional 
growth and efforts to stimulate the quality of student learning. It would therefore seem that 
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the form of dialogue that research suggests assists students in their learning in the classroom 
(Swain & Lapkin, 1995, 2002) can be expanded to a dialogue involving teachers and school 
leaders to create a learning environment that also impacts student learning. 
 
Despite the encouraging signs of innovation described above, change is never simple nor easy 
(Sleegers, Van den Berg, & Geijsel, 2000). This is particularly noteworthy in educational 
settings that have not, historically, been conceived of or governed as institutions of 
innovation, responsiveness and flexibility (Macdonald, 2003). Rather, change is a long and 
complex process in which the outcomes cannot entirely be predicted (Calderhead, 2001), and 
to which we, within the scope of our research cannot provide detailed or complete answers.  
 
Our research contributes to the understanding of the beliefs of experienced teachers and how 
their beliefs, as well as those of the students and schools are constructed, in the ongoing 
process of cultural reproduction that connects their past to the present, and mirrored in their 
daily use of discourse in the activity of secondary school classroom teaching. By providing a 
glimpse into the context of three schools in order to gain an understanding of the theories that 
underlie teaching and the complex and numerous factors that influence and create the context 
in which the teachers work, we can also point to the dialogic direction that needs to take place 
in order to produce classrooms where learning, in a dialogic manner, occurs among students, 
teachers, and school leaders. 
 
Classrooms that are characterized as being monologic in nature have, historically, prevailed in 
the educational landscape (Nystrand et al, 1997). However, our research shows that dialogic 
classrooms can and do exist. If the quest to understand the dynamics of language classrooms 
in their complexities and contexts continues, we will be closer to knowing how classrooms 
can be created that are dialogic and nurture communicative competence. 
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Nederlandse samenvatting 
Dit onderzoek richt zich op de vraag: waarom is er weinig doeltaal gebruik in de moderne 
vreemde taal les? Het ligt voor de hand dat het gebruik van de doeltaal tussen leraren en 
leerlingen een belangrijke bijdrage levert aan het leren van de vreemde taal. Toch blijkt uit 
onderzoek dat doeltaal gebruik nauwelijks plaatsvindt. Integendeel, veel taaldocenten geven 
aan dat ze vooral in de moedertaal tegen de leerlingen praten en een hoog percentage van de 
leerlingen zegt dat ze het voortgezet onderwijs verlaten zonder veel gesproken te hebben in de 
doeltaal. Om antwoord te kunnen bieden op de bovenstaande vraag hebben wij het 
proefschrift opgezet in acht hoofdstukken die als volgt zijn ingedeeld: 
 
Hoofdstuk 1 legt de basis van het onderzoek uit evenals hoe de onderzoeksvragen zich 
hebben ontwikkeld. Als uitgangspunt wilde wij te weten komen hoeveel doeltaal in de klas 
wordt gebruikt door zowel docenten als leerlingen. De eerste onderzoeksvraag hebben wij 
geformuleerd als: 
In welke mate gebruikt de docent de doeltaal in de klas? 
Uit literatuuronderzoek ontdekten wij al spoedig dat de term ‘doeltaal gebruik’ verschillende 
betekenissen heeft en niet eenduidig gedefinieerd is. Na het construeren van het begrip 
‘interactief’ taalgebruik werd de tweede onderzoeksvraag:  
Is het gebruik van de doeltaal monologic (éénrichting) of dialogic (tweerichting)? 
We wilden er vooral achterkomen welke aanwezige factoren invloed hebben op de wijze 
waarop een docent de doeltaal gebruikt. Onze derde onderzoeksvraag werd dus:  
Wat is de relatie tussen de opvattingen van de docent, de leerlingen en de school enerzijds en 
het type interactie zoals bepaald door de docent anderzijds? 
 
In Hoofdstuk 2 wordt het theoretische kader geschetst. De keuze voor sociocultural theory 
van Vygotsky was gemaakt op basis van theorie en empirie die laten zien hoe interactie een 
essentiële rol speelt in het leren in het algemeen, alsook het leren van talen. Wij hebben 
‘interactie’ geoperationaliseerd aan de hand van de kenmerken die typerend zijn voor 
interactie in veel klassen (Nystrand et al., 1997).  
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In een zogenoemde ‘monologic discourse’ de interactie tussen leraar en leerlingen waarbij de 
leraar:  
• een vraag stelt (Initiates), de leerling antwoordt (Responds) en de leraar feedback geeft 
op het antwoord (Feedback) 
•  selecteert wie van de leerlingen een antwoord gaat geven  
• vragen stelt waarvoor maar een correct antwoord mogelijk is. 
 
In contrast hiermee staat de zogenoemde ‘dialogic discourse’, waarbij de leraar:  
• ‘authentic questions’ stelt, hetgeen open vragen zijn die geen vooropgezet antwoord 
uitlokken,  
• ‘uptake’ creëert, dat wil zeggen dat de leraar in zijn reactie doorgaat op wat de 
leerlingen hebben geantwoord, 
• ‘high-level feedback’ op de antwoorden van de leerlingen geeft, hetgeen de interactie 
op een hoger niveau brengt en bijdraagt aan ook voor de leerlingen betekenisvolle 
interactie. 
 
Onderliggend aan deze twee typen van interactie zijn theorieën hoe kennis is geconstrueerd. 
De interactie is representatief voor de opvattingen van docenten over leren, doceren, kennis en 
leren in het algemeen. Opvattingen worden gereconstrueerd door handelingen te observeren 
en te analyseren. Zo hebben wij ook de opvattingen van leraren weten te reconstrueren uit wat 
ze doen in de klas en door met hen via interviews in dialoog te gaan.  
 
In hoofdstuk 3 presenteren wij de methodologie. Om de opvattingen van de leraren te 
reconstrueren, binnen de context van de opvattingen van de leerlingen en scholen, hebben wij 
de methode van ‘genetic analysis’ vanuit sociocultural theory toegepast. Meer specifiek 
hebben we drie case studies uitgevoerd bij drie docenten Engels die werken in de bovenbouw 
HAVO-VWO, op drie verschillende scholen. Gedurende vier maanden in de tweede helft van 
het schooljaar werden de lessen van de leraren opgenomen op video en audio. Om de context 
van de klas te begrijpen, werden gesprekken gevoerd met leerlingen. Om inzicht te verkrijgen 
in de context van de school werd documentatie over de school verzameld en geanalyseerd en 
werden ook lessen van andere leraren Engels en lessen in enkele andere vakken gevolgd.  
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Om de relatie tussen lespraktijk en opvattingen vast te stellen werden de les- en 
interviewprotocollen geanalyseerd volgens de ‘grounded theory’ methode van coderen en 
categoriseren (Mason, 1998; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). De categorieën werden uiteindelijk 
geclusterd rond drie opvattingen die tezamen inzicht bleken te geven in de praktijk van de 
docent binnen de context van klas en school. Het zijn opvattingen over wat geldt als kennis, 
over het leren en doceren van taal en over leren in het algemeen.  
 
In hoofdstuk 4 presenteren wij de resultaten van de eerste case study. De leraar Hank gelooft 
dat een taal wordt geleerd door eraan te worden blootgesteld en dat het passief leren van de 
taal geschiedt in zogenoemde ‘blokken’ door zelfmotivatie en aanleg. De opvattingen van 
Hank over taal leren worden gereflecteerd in zijn opvatting over lesgeven, namelijk dat 
doceren betekent het geven van informatie, in blokken, aan gemotiveerd en bekwame 
leerlingen. De opvattingen van Hank komen tot uiting in de monologic discourse in de klas. 
De monologic discourse van Hank wordt bevestigd door zijn collega’s die lessen geven op 
dezelfde manier als Hank. De opvattingen van de leerlingen zijn complementair aan de 
opvattingen van Hank omdat ze aangeven dat volgens hen het academische leren plaatsvindt 
op school door het maken van toetsen en dat de praktische kant van leren gebeurt door de taal 
te spreken. Maar de taal kan niet op school geoefend worden omdat de sfeer zich niet leent 
voor spreken. Samenvattend worden de opvattingen van Hank gesteund door de opvattingen 
van de leerlingen en school. De opvattingen creëren de context waardoor Hank zijn twee 
doelen kan bereiken: lesgeven om de leerlingen op de toetsen voor te bereiden en informatie 
over Britse cultuur overdragen in een monologic discourse. 
 
In hoofdstuk 5 presenteren wij de resultaten van de tweede case study. De opvattingen van 
leraar Henry over het leren van een taal zijn dat een goede persoonlijke motivatie essentieel 
is, alleen meetbare kennis als ‘geldige’ kennis acceptabel is en dat taal leren een kwestie is 
van het leren van regels terwijl taalgebruik niet kan worden aangeleerd. Deze opvattingen 
komen tot uiting in een lespraktijk gericht op gemotiveerde studenten en leren voor toetsen 
vol feitenkennis. Henry’s opvattingen over leren en lesgeven, die tot uiting komen in de door 
hem bepaalde monologic discourse patronen in de klas, worden versterkt door de opvattingen 
van de school. Het schoolbeleid geeft de voorkeur aan “traditionele” didactische methoden 
waaronder klassikaal lesgeven. De geobserveerde lessen van collega docenten laten 
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vergelijkbare lesmethoden en interactiepatronen zien. Henry’s opvattingen over het leren van 
een taal sluiten ook goed aan op die van de studenten. Zij zijn van mening dat klassikale 
instructie hiervoor noodzakelijk is alsmede oefening binnen en buiten de school. Maar de 
studenten gaven ook aan dat de klassikale omgeving niet uitnodigt tot het oefenen van 
spreekvaardigheid. Samenvattend kan worden gesteld dat Henry’s opvattingen worden 
bevestigd door de studenten en de school en dat deze context hem in staat stelt om zijn 
drijfveer, het doceren van Engelse poëzie, te realiseren. 
 
In hoofdstuk 6 presenteren wij de resultaten van de derde case study. De case study laat een 
correlatie zien tussen de dialogic discourse in de klas en de opvattingen van de leraar Len dat 
geldige kennis bestaat uit taalgebruik, dat het leren van taal gebaseerd is op een actieve 
‘monitoring’ en dat leren vooral een kwestie is van coöperatie. De opvattingen van Len zijn 
toegepast in een lespraktijk waarin hij de studenten leert hoe ze met elkaar in de doeltaal 
moeten communiceren en hun eigen fouten en die van hun medeleerlingen moeten corrigeren. 
Deze opvattingen stroken met die van andere leraren en met het schoolbeleid dat vernieuwend 
onderwijs voorstaat waardoor een sfeer wordt gecreëerd waarin zowel leerlingen als docenten 
blijven leren. De leerlingen geloven dat een taal leren bestaat uit het opdoen van theoretische 
kennis en actief gebruik van de taal in de klas en buiten school. De opvattingen van Len 
worden gesteund en gestimuleerde door de zowel de leerlingen, de collega’s Engels, als de 
schoolcultuur, en dit bevorderd dialogic discourse.  
 
In hoofdstuk 7 geven wij een samenvatting van het onderzoek en vergelijken de resultaten 
van de drie case studies. We plaatsen de bevindingen van de case studies in de context van 
trends in tweede en vreemde taalonderwijs om twee ‘small-scale theories’ te kunnen 
construeren. De belangrijkste theorie legt als volgt uit waarom er weinig doeltaal gebruik is in 
de klas. 
 
Docenten beginnen hun carrière met opvattingen over taal, leren en doceren. De opvattingen 
vormen zich in de sociaal culturele geschiedenis van de leraren die volgens ons onderzoek 
bestaat uit persoonlijke ervaringen, belangrijke gebeurtenissen, redenen waarom ze hebben 
gekozen docent te worden en de doelen die ze binnen de klas willen bereiken. De opvattingen 
van de docenten worden versterkt door die van de scholen, waaronder wordt verstaan de in 
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het schoolbeleid voorgestane lespraktijken, de lespraktijk van collega’s en de opvattingen van 
leerlingen over het leren van taal. De denkbeelden van de docenten komen tot uiting in hun 
taalgebruik dat gekarakteriseerd kan worden als monologic of dialogic discourse. De 
opvattingen van de leraren, zoals waar te nemen in hun praktijk, zijn het resultaat van een 
complexe en vaak impliciet blijvende interactie tussen de opvattingen van leraren en die van 
leerlingen, sectie en school. Schoolbeleid en schoolcultuur spelen dus een belangrijke rol in 
het versterken van opvattingen. Deze interactie tussen de opvattingen van leraren en die van 
de school resulteert daarin dat bepaalde lespraktijken de voorkeur krijgen boven andere, zoals 
aannemelijk gemaakt werd in het type interactie in de drie cases. 
 
In hoofdstuk 8 kijken we naar de sterke en zwakke punten van het onderzoek en plaatsen het 
onderzoek in het kader van ander onderzoek uitgevoerd op het gebied van opvattingen en hoe 
opvattingen kunnen worden veranderd. Daarnaast trekken wij conclusies uit het onderzoek. 
De belangrijkste conclusie is dat het veranderen van de onderwijspraktijk, in de zin dat 
dialogic discourse kan worden gerealiseerd en communicatieve competentie kan worden 
bereikt, veronderstelt dat de opvattingen van leraren moeten worden onderzocht, ter discussie 
gesteld en eventueel veranderd. Gegeven het feit dat leraren werken binnen een bepaald 
systeem, moeten de veranderingen zich ook uitstrekken tot de complexe omgeving 
waarbinnen leraren werken: de leerlingen, de sectie en de school.  
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